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From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW; Janda, Danielle L CIV

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: Hunters Point NSY - Draft Final Parcel G Site Evaluation WP
Date: Friday, December 14, 2018 14:16:42

Attachments: Hunters Point NSY_Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation WP_12.14.2018.pdf

From: Boruck, Jennifer@DTSC <Jennifer.Boruck@dtsc.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, December 14, 2018 12:13 PM

To: derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil

Cc: Bacey, Juanita@DTSC <Juanita.Bacey@dtsc.ca.gov>; Pettijohn, Julie@DTSC
<Julie.Pettijohn@dtsc.ca.gov>; danielle.janda@navy.mil; george.brooks@navy.mil;
thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil; kimberly.henderson@ch2m.com; chestnutt.John@epa.gov;
lee.lily@epa.gov; Low, Tina@Waterboards <Tina.Low@waterboards.ca.gov>;
matt.wright@cdph.ca.gov; Singh, Sheetal (CDPH-EMB) <Sheetal.Singh@cdph.ca.gov>;
amy.brownell@sfdph.org; Naito, Janet@DTSC <Janet.Naito@dtsc.ca.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Hunters Point NSY - Draft Final Parcel G Site Evaluation WP

Please see the attached letter. The original will be mailed.
Thank you.
Jennie Boruck, Project Analyst

DTSC - Berkeley Office
510-540-3060

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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\\ . Department of Toxic Substances Control

Barbara A. Lee, Director

Environmental Protection . Berkeley, California 94710-2721

December 14, 2018

Mr. Derek Robinson

BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Navy BRAC PMO West

33000 Nixie Way, Bldg. 50

San Diego CA 92147

SUBJECT: Department of Navy’s Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work
Plan for Former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, Dated November 2, 2018

Dear Mr. Robinson;

The Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) has reviewed the revised draft
final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan (Work Plan) for the former Hunters
Point Naval Shipyard site dated November 2, 2018 and received on November 9, 2018.
The revised Work Plan includes the revised Sampling and Analyses Plan (SAP) as
Appendix A. - ‘

DTSC provided general comments on the draft Work Plan and revised draft final in
letters to the Navy dated March 26, 2018 and August 14, 2018, respectively.
Additionally, follow-up comments were provided by email on October 19, 2018. Our
comments have been addressed except for comment number eight of the August 14,
2018 letter. This comment has been partially addressed. The Work Plan indicates that
Phase 2 of the fieldwork includes radiological surface scans. However, the language is
not clear that the durable cover will be removed as was previously discussed with the
Navy. Please clarify this in the Work Pian.

We are providing one additional comment. The revised Work Plan Section 8.5
discusses air monitoring to be conducted at Parcel G. We understand that a site-
specific air monitoring plan and associated Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) are
being prepared and will be submitted to the regulatory agencies for review.

The air monitoring plan should adhere to the 2010 Basewide Dust Control Plan, which -

includes monitoring of COCs (total suspended particulates [TSP], arsenic, manganese,

lead, particulate matter smailer than 10 microns in diameter [PM10], and asbestos) and
~ radionuclides of concern (ROCs) to ensure worker and community safety.

@ Printed on Regyclad Paper








Mr. Derek J. Robinson
December 14, 2018
Page 2

Due to the proximity of the new Parcel A residential units, we request the development
of dust action levels based on a residential exposure scenario. The DTSC Human
Health Risk Office (HERO}) has previously prepared dust action levels for various
cleanup sites. Upon request, we can provide you with a recent HERO dust action level
memorandum. Please refer to DTSC Human Health Risk Office (HERO) Note 3 when
developing COC dust action levels (https://dtsc.ca.gov/AssessingRisk/upload/HHRA-
Note-3-June-2018.pdf).

Additionally, the primary objectives of air monitoring and sampling must be as follows:

¢ Continual air monitoring during work activities to determine if airborne

concentrations of particulate matter and COCs are more than actlon levels or
- regulatory limits established for the Site;

» Develop a relationship between fugitive dust levels and concentrations of COCs,
so that direct-reading particulate measurements can be used as a surrogate for
COC concentrations in dust and, appropriate actions can be taken to reduce
exceedances if necessary;

« Develop a relationship between total Volatile Organic Compounds (VOCs) levels
and concentrations of COCs, so that direct-reading total VOC measurements can
be used as a surrogate for site VOC concentrations (if necessary); and

« Ensure that engineering controls and work practices are effective to minimize
potential off-site impacts.

The air monitoring plan must be approved by the regulatory agencies prior to the start of
the re-evaluation of the soil survey units’ fieldwork at Parcel G.

- DTSC provided comments by email on the draft SAP on July 31, 2017 and September
29, 2017, and in a letter dated September 24, 2018. Our comments have been
adequately addressed.

As indicated in our August 14, 2018 letter, DTSC defers to the California Department of
Public Health (CDPH) and the United States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA)
on the technical radiological aspects of the Work Plan, as well as the SAP. CDPH has
provided their comments in the enclosed memorandum.








Mr. Derek J. Robinson
December 14, 2018
Page 3

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at Juanita.Bacey@dtsc.ca.gov
or (510) 540-2480.

Sincerely, - > S |
\Ml(//g)‘&*z/ﬁé/%/(
[ -

Nina Bacey, Project Manager
Site Mitigation and Restoration Program
California Department of Toxic Substances Control

Enclosure
cC: via email
Danielle Janda

Navy BRAC PMO West
Danielle.Janda@navy.mil

George (Patrick) Brooks, PG
Navy BRAC PMO West
George.Brooks@navy.mil;

Thomas Macchiarella
Navy BRAC PMO West
Thomas.Macchiarella@navy.mil

Kimberly Henderson
CH2M
Kimberly.Henderson@CH2M.com

John Chesnutt
EPA, Region 9
Chestnutt.John@epa.gov

Lily Lee
US EPA, Region 9
Lee.Lily@epa.gov

Tina Low
San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board
Tina.Low@waterboards.ca.gov

(continued)
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(cont.) |
Matt Wright

CDPH Environmental Monitoring Branch
Matt.Wright@cdph.ca.gov

Sheetal Singh .
CDPH Environmental Monitoring Branch
Sheetal.Singh@cdph.ca.gov

Amy Brownell
San Francisco Department of Public Health
Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org

Janet Naito
DTSC, Site Mitigation and Restoration Program
Janet.Naito@dtsc.ca.gov








i State of California—Health and Human Services Agency
S~ California Department of Public Health
QCBPH ,

KAREN L, SMITH, MD, MPH ' ‘ EDMUND G. BROWN JR.
Director and State Public Health Officer Govemnor

-DATE: December 13, 2018

TO: Juanita Bacey
Project Manager
Brownfields and Environmental Restoration Program
Department of Toxic Substances Control
700 Heinz Avenue
Berkeley, CA 94710-2721

FROM: Sheetal Singh
Senior Health Physicist o
Emergency, Restoration & Waste'Management Section
Environmental Management Branch (EMB)
California Department of Public Health (CDPH)
1725 23rd Street, Suite 110~
Sacramento, California 95816

SUB: CDPH-EMB review of the Draft FINAL. Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan, Hunters Point Naval Shipyard San Francisco, California.
[ssued November 2, 2018

As submitted by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC),
Environmental Management Branch (EMB) of the California Department of Public
Health (CDPH) reviewed the Draft FINAL Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work
Plan, Hunters Point Naval Shipyard San Francisco, California, for radiological
issues. EMB concurrently addressed Sampling and Analysis comments that were not
adequately addressed in this document. This review was performed in support of the
Interagency Agreement between DTSC and CDPH.

If you need further assistance please contact Matthew Wright of my staff at (916) 210~
8550 or via email at Matthew.Wright@cdph.ca.gov.

Department of Defense 'Program, PO Box 997377 MS 7405. Sacramento, CA 95899-7377 f‘““’“"'-«k
(916) 445-5661 o (16) 445-0657 FAX : .
cdph.ca.gov/DOD XM':;‘-.';; 7








California.Department of Pubilc Health-Environmental Management Branch (CDPH-EMB) Review

Activity: Review Comments for Draft Final_Work Plgn; Parcel G Removal Site
Evaluation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Former Hunters Point Naval
Shipyard, San Francisco, California. Issued November 02, 2018,

December 13, 2018 ' page 1 of 2

!

The Environmental Management Branch (EMB) of the California Department of
Public Health (CDPH) appreciates the opportunity to review Draft Final Work
Pian, Parce! G Removal Site Evaluation Sampling and Analysis Plan (SAP),
Former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, San Francisco, Califomnia, issued
November 02, 2018. A few comments that were not adequately addressed in the
Draft Final SAP are listed below. There are also 3 new comments that need to
be addressed. The EMB cannot concur with the Draft Final Work Plan, Parcel G
Removal Site Evaluation Samphng and Analysis Plan. until all the comments are
addressed.

Previous SAP Speciﬁc'CoLn‘ments:

. EMB's on'glnal Specific Comment #11was not adequately addressed. This
comment is one of a series of comments where EMB requested the removal of the
word “allegation(s)’ from any reference of Tetra-Tech E.C (TtEC) data
manipulation due to the two guitty pleas and admission of falsified data. Sampling
and Analysis (SAP) Worksheet #10 (“Conceptual Site Model"), Page 39,
~ Paragraph two, Sentence one, still contains the word “allegation.”

. EMB's Specific Comments #25, #26, and #27, All of these comments question
minimal detectable concentration (MDC) discrepancies between off-site laboratory
SOPs and stated project MDCs. Most notably, the comments stated project MDCs .
are well below laboratory SOP “typically” observed MDC values. SAP Worksheets
#15 “A”, “B", and “C” still list the project MDCs which are below the laboratory
observed MDC values. Please explain. '

. EMBs Specific Comment #39 addressed survey units (SUs) identified in
previous final status surveys (2009 and 2010) that appear to be missing from the
current work ptan. The following SUs are still not addressed in the current
document: _

Building 1D- - Unaddressed SUs):
351A Crawlspace “8", “R”, and ‘U”
1' 366 - _ 69 and 70
: ' 411 - 1

. EMB Specific Comment #40 recognized that all of the listed utilities clearance
subcontractors were located in the Virginia, Maryland, and New Jersey areas and








California Department of Public Health-Environmenta! Management Branch (CDPH-EMB) Review

Activity: Review Comments for Draft Final Work Plan, Parcel G Removal Site

Evaluation Sampling and Analysis Plan, Former Hunters Point Naval
Shipyard, San Francisco, Califomia. Issued November 02, 2018,

December 13, 2018 page 2 of 2

requested possible local (Califomia) subcontractors. No changes appear to have
been made in the DRAFT FINAL to address this,

New Specific Comments:

. Section 3, Table 3.2, “Phase 2 Soil Trendh Units™:

This Table does not include a sum for column 4, “Number of Samples in Original
Trench Material”. The sum for column 4 is 648 soil samples. Please correct.

. Section 3.54.6, Former Building Site and Crawl Space Unit Design, page 3-10,
paragraph four, sentence one:

*At the former Building Sites: SU 27 (peanut spill) and SU 28 ({LWTS) will be
excavated to 2 and 10 feet bgs, respectively (Figure 3-1)." Please make clear in
the text that these excavations will also receive MARSSIM based soil
sampling/surveys. Additionally please clarify if the crawl space below the

- building 351A will be excavated prior to MARSSIM based soil sampling/surveys.

. Section 4,4.1.2, Static Measurements, page 4-4, paragraph three, sentence one:

“The number of systematic measurements performed will be based on the -
guidance described in MARSSIM Sections 5.5.2.2 and 5.2.2.5 (USEPA et al.,
2000} using the unity rule as the example basis for calculating the minimum static
measurement frequency.” It is noted that the unity rule is discussed in MARSSIM
Section 4.3.3, “Use of DCGLs for Sites with Multipie Radionuclides”. MARSSIM
Section 5.2.2.5 is titled, “Determining Survey Location”, and does not address the
use of the unity rule in determining number of static sample locations. Please
provide citation(s) for use of the unity rule in determining number of static sample
locations. Please provide example equation for the use of the unity rule in
determining number of static sample locations.

















From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV NAVFAC HQ. BRAC PMO

Cc: Janda, Danielle L CIV

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: ORAU Comments - Draft Parcel G Work Plan

Date: Thursday, August 09, 2018 15:55:31

Attachments: 5320-DR-06-0 (080918) Independent Review Comments for the Draft Parcel G Work Plan.pdf
Hi Dereck,

Please see attached comments from ORAU. We will be considering them as public comments.
Thanks!
Kim

From: Roberts, Sarah <Sarah.Roberts@orau.org>

Sent: Thursday, August 09, 2018 9:35 AM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] ORAU Comments - Draft Parcel G Work Plan

Kim — please see attached. Let me know if any comments.

Thank you,
Sarah

Sarah Roberts
Vice President

ORAU

(865) 241-8893 (Office)
(865) 209-7992 (Cell)

sarah.roberts@orau.org

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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ORAU

ORAU agrees with the general approach described in the Work Plan to determine whether current
sites conditions are compliant with the remedial action objective (RAO) in the Parcel G Record of
Decision (ROD) (Navy 2009). A summary of general comments is provided below. Specific
technical comments for consideration are provided in the attached table.

1. The Work Plan does not define how the field instrument minimum detectable
concentrations will be calculated in order to ensure individual measurements/locations
exceeding the remediation goals (RGs) can be detected.

a. The RGs of 1.0 pCi/g of Ra-226 and 0.113 pCi/g of Cs-137 are in the range of
typical background concentrations in soils and, therefore, may not be detectable with
typical radiation field detection instrumentation. Typically sites establish both an
average and allowable hot spot release criteria.

b. Some cited detector efficiencies appear to either be over-estimated (0.90 for St/Y-90
for the SCM) or under-estimated (Ra-226 efficiency for the SCM). The approach
cited in ISO-7503 is recommended to determine the total efficiency for all field
detection systems.

2. The Work Plan does not provide the basis for the proposed 18 systematic sample
population.

3. Because the RGs are very low (refer to item 1.a), a statistical comparison with an appropriate
background population is needed. ORAU recommends that all the data from the background
reference areas be combined and evaluated to determine a reasonable background threshold
value (BTV) based on an appropriate UTL of the combined background data (for both surface
and subsurface soils).

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 1 5320-DR-06-0
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INDEPENDENT REVIEW OF THE
DRAFT PARCEL G REMOVAL SITE EVALUATION WORK PLAN
FORMER HUNTERS POINT NAVAL SHIPYARD
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA

General Comment: Overall, the plan provides adequate detail, includes necessary components of the further investigations planned at the

site, and appears to have incorporated or otherwise accounted for a number of technical team and/or regulator comments provided on the

February 2018 draft Work Plan, Radiological Survey and Sampling. Comments and/or requests for further clarification are documented below.

The associated comments in the following section-specific comment matrix are designated as Significant if ORAU identified technical

deficiencies, simply as Comment for technical improvement or clarity, or as a Minor Comment when more editorial in nature.

Independent Review Comments

than the RG for “°Ray then the soil sample will be
analyzed for *U and **’Ra using comparable analytical
methods (e.g., alpha spectrometry for **U and radon
emanation for “°Ra).

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation
3.1 3-2 1% For that specific sample, the *U alpha spectrometry Comment: As this plan will likely be of interest to the public
result will be used as a more representative estimate of the | stakeholders, please consider providing additional clarifying information
background value for *’Ra, and the alpha spectrometry | as to the basis why the U-238 analytical result may be more
comparable result for **Ra will be compared to the RG | representative of the expected Ra-226 background concentration. The
Jfor*’Ra using the revised backgronnd value. information was noted to have been provided in Section 5.4, page 5-5.
Recommend the applicable discussion regarding the expected
equilibrium between U-238 and other radionuclides in the decay series,
including Ra-226, be moved and included with the applicable text.
Alternatively, refer the reader to Section 5.4 for the information.
3.1 3-2 1% If any *’Ra gamma spectroscapy concentration is greater | Comment: Two comments are provided:

1) Recommend stating the Ra-226 by gamma spectroscopy will be
evaluated using the photopeak of a daughter of Ra-226 (either Bi-214 or
Pb-214) once equilibrium has been established. Note: The comparable
information is provided in Appendix A, Section 3.1.7 but is lacking
throughout Section 3 of the main body of the Work Plan, notably
Section 3.7 Radiological Laboratory Analysis.

2) Recommend adding that another comparable analytical method for
Ra-220 is using alpha spectrometry (not just emanation of Ra-220).

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 2
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Independent Review Comments

Section

Page

Paragraph

Applicable Text

Comment/Observation and Recommendation

Alpha spectrometry for Ra-226 is a direct detection method and does
not use a daughter product to quantify the Ra-226.

3.3.1

3 rd

For gamma scan survey measurements collected,
indvidnal measurement results above the RGs will
prompt investigations that may result in the collection of
bias samples or additional field measurements to
determine the ateal extent of the elevated activity.

Significant Comment: The statement, as written, indicates that there is
a gamma cpm that equates to the RGs, i.e., a cpm to pCi/g correlation.
Was the intent to indicate gamma measurements that exceed a count per
minute investigation level or is the statement indicating that the gamma
scan data will be reported in units of pCi/g based on the planned
deployment of the Osprey” digital MCA? Extensive independent
verification experience at sites with Ra-226 as the radionuclide of
concern has found that site reliance on a gamma cpm to activity
concentration correlation results in extensive false negative results, such
that the sites were found to not satisfy release criteria. Furthermore,
consider revising this general statement to reflect Table 3-6, which
indicates only the RG for Ra-226 is applicable, and discuss how the lack
of sensitivity for Cs-137 at the RG will be addressed in the survey design
and implementation.

3.3.1

3-3

NA

Table 3-6

Significant Comment: Two comments are provided:

Radionuclide  Flag Scan

Measurement
When:

100% of RG

Investigation
Level

(pCi/g)

226Rﬂ 7 0

1) The plan should include the technical basis and measurement
conditions under which the 1.0 pCi/g Ra-226 investigation level is
achievable, as the value may be overly optimistic. As a comparison and
to mimic varying observation intervals of an anomaly, laboratory gamma
spectroscopy analysis MDCs for Bi-214 were generated and shown in
Attachment A for various count times. These results indicate that under
optimal laboratory conditions, achieving detection sensitivity of ~1
pCi/g above background requites a count time in excess of 60 seconds.
To achieve this observation interval, one must assume that any
contamination at or above the RG is widely distributed over the survey
unit and confined to upper few centimeters of soil.

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 3
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

Is the reported level a nominal concentration based on some assumed
background, observation interval (i.e., count time of the measurement
system based on an assumed area of concern and scan speed)? The Work
Plan should include additional information that would substantiate the
stated investigation level performance.

2) Is there a relationship between the tabulated investigation level and
the MDC and MDCR discussions provided in Sections 3.5.2.1 Gamma
Surface Activity and 3.5.2.2 Gamma Scan Minimum Detectable
Concentration? That is, was the investigation level derived based on
factors discussed in the latter sections or a different method?

3522 |39 1% Using the preferred strategy to over-excavate trenches may | Significant Comment: Please clarify the relationship between over-
eliminate the requirement for a surveyor to mafke excavation and a surveyor pausing and deciding whether to mark a
decisions in real time. location for further investigation? The intent of this statement is unclear,

based on the preceding and following narrative, if the topic being
discussed is somehow related to whether the surveyor efficiency should
be included in the MDCR derivation illustrated in Equation 3-1 on page
3-10. (Note: in discussions of surveyor efficiency, p, in later Work Plan
sections for the building investigation design, Section 4.5.7.4 sets p = 1
for motor controlled detectors). Section 3.5.2 as a whole is not sufficient
and very non-specific as to parameters that will be used to determine
scan detection sensitivity, other than the d' specified as 3.28.

3.5.2.1, | 399, All, and Al Significant Comment: Please clarify within the work plan whether the
3.5.2.2, | 3-10 Eq. 3-3 equations (and methodology in general) presented are related to the
and Section 3.3.1 Investigation Levels and related comments above. It is not
3.6.5 clear what the gamma radiation scan performance requirements are

based upon. Section 3.6.5 indicates a combination of post-processed
geo-referenced count data and individual radionuclide spectral data
measurements will be used to identify areas for further investigations.
How are these related to the MDCR determination discussed in this

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 4 5320-DR-06-0







ORAU
Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

section? What are the anticipated performance goals, relative to the RGs,
of the scanning systems? This is particularly relevant for identifying
potential Cs-137 contamination, which is indicated as “Not Applicable”
in Table 3.6 and has not been further addressed.

Most discussions and Equations 3-1 through 3-3 are based on
methodology described in NUREG-1507 that was formulated to
describe scan decision making performance via detector audio response
and allowance for second-stage scanning. The work plan does not clearly
indicate if p is planned to be set equal to 1 or a lesser value. Reliance on
post-processed data does not necessarily equate to the ideal observer that
is assumed when p = 1. In other words, what is the lower concentration
bound that will be confidently identified from the scanning data
assessment? Furthermore, is human performance a factor in the
interpretation of geo-referenced data and the decision process for
identifying anomalies? ORAU studies have shown there is a positive
correlation between a GIS analyst’s true positive anomaly identification
using post-processed electronic data in combination with surveyors
listening to the audio detector response and pausing at suspect locations,
shown in Attachment 2. There are several reasons for the correlation;
one of which is the allowance for the detector output to reach full scale
when the surveyor pauses near an anomaly, which is then reflected in the
electronically captured data that are later evaluated.

Additional details for the performance levels should be provided in the
Work Plan, although the document states the following:
“Before deployment at HPNS, instrument-specific SOPs will be provided
along with Field Instructions documenting operation and use of the selected
instrumentation.”

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 5 5320-DR-06-0
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Observation and Recommendation

3.5.3, 3-10 1% Portable survey instruments will be calibrated annnally | Comment: Although the text states “an applicable later version,” ANSI

4.4.5 at a minimunm, in accordance with American National | N3232-1997 has been revised and re-designated as ANSI N323AB-2013.
Standards Institute (ANS1) N323a-1997 Radiation | Recommend updating calibration and performance requirements in
Protection Instrumentation Test and Calibration, Section 3.5.3, 4.4.5 and elsewhere in the Work Plan such as SOPs RP-

Portable Survey Instruments (ANST N323) (ANSI, 108 and RP-109—+eferences the 1978 version—to the current standard.
1997), or an applicable later version.

3.6.4 3-18 31 Cores less than 4 feet bgs will have samples collected from | Minor comment: Why are scans of these shallower cores not required?
the top foot and bottom foot of the core. No scans of the | Is there a basis that the 1- to 3-foot soil depth interval would be
core are required. represented by the top and bottom foot samples?

For consistency and to eliminate perceived or actual data gaps,
recommend the plan include the requirement to scan all cores.

3.6.5 3-19 2" One hundred percent of the accessible surface of the Minor comment: Are there any estimates of the percent of the SUs that
Phase 1 SUs will be gamma scan surveyed. .. are not accessible? What are the plans, if any, for addressing inaccessible
surfaces, also what constitutes “inaccessible”?

Recommend including additional information in the work plan to
minimize potential stakeholder concerns for inaccessible areas.

3.6.5 3-19 4 Elevated areas will be noted on a survey map (if Minor comment: Related to prior comments on scanning
applicable) and flagged in the field for verification. procedures/methods: does this statement reflect that surveyors will be

listening to the audio detector output and flagging suspect anomalies in
real-time or is the intent that electronically captured data will be reviewed
to select locations that should be “flagged” and further investigated?

3.7 3-21 3¢ Analyses using alpha spectrometry for **U along with Minor Comment: The text suggests that a method that is comparable
an analytical method for **’Ra comparable with alpha to alpha spectrometry may be used for Ra-226 analysis. However, alpha
spectrometry for U will be performed in accordance spectrometry, itself, may also be used for Ra-226 analyses. Suggest
with the SAP. editing text to indicate that either alpha spectrometry may (or must) be

used for Ra-226 or a similar method to alpha spectrometry.

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 6 5320-DR-06-0
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

3.7 3-22 3 Al laboratory data packages will have independent data | Comment: Because data integrity has been a primary concern with the
verification and data validation performed to demonstrate | previous site investigations, recommend that a more robust discussion of
that the data meet the project objectives. the requirements for V&V be provided. Who will perform the V&V and

to what standard?

4.5.4 4-4 NA Table 4-3 Significant Comment: Acknowledging that the tabulated parameters
will be updated for the actual instrumentation used, several comments
are listed below regarding the tabulated values presented in this draft
plan:

1) Some of the nominal efficiencies presented are potentially
problematic—both under- and more importantly, over-estimating
detection efficiency—if similar values are used during the investigation.

Relative to the stated efficiencies, a suspected over-estimate is the 0.90
St/Y-90 efficiency presented for the SCM, which is more than 4X a
more realistic total efficiency of 0.25 to 0.35 expected for common
scintillation or gas proportional detectors. Is the 0.90 an accurate
representation of the SCM’s sensitivity?

Conversely, the Ra-226 efficiency for the SCM is potentially conservative
and may not account for the multiple alpha emissions from Ra-226 and
progeny. Alternatively, was an assumption made that all progeny are lost
with Rn-222 emanation and that only the Ra-226 alpha emissions will be
measured?

2) Furthermore, additional information should be provided on efficiency
determination methods in order to assess the stated values. The
efficiencies atre stated as 4n value. It is unclear if the 4n values represent a
total efficiency generated in accordance with the ISO-7503 guidance, and
adopted in NUREG-1507, whereby the 2r instrument efficiency is
modified for surface effects using an appropriate surface efficiency

HPNS Parcel G Work Plan Review 7 5320-DR-06-0
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

factor. The Work Plan should provide the method used to generate
efficiencies.

3) Cs-137 efficiency is not provided, other than for the Model 3030
smear counter. Is the reader to assume that one of the other stated
efficiencies, such as Tc-99, will be used to represent the efficiency for
Cs-137 beta emissions or otherwise assume all beta contamination is due
to St/Y-90 and data will be compared against the 1,000 dpm/100 cm?
RG presented in Table 4-2? Please provide additional clarification as to
how efficiency will be determined, under what conditions will a specific
efficiency be used in the quantifying surface activity levels, and describe
how the various surface RGs will be compared against survey results.

4572 |4-7 NA Table 44 Investigation 1 evels Significant comment: As stated above, the reviewer understands that
the tabulated parameters will be updated for the actual instrumentation
used. However, several comments are presented regarding the tabulated
values. These are:

1) Why are the Investigation Levels (ILs) stated as gross vs. net counts?
As detector performance and area background will vary, the
recommendation is that ILs be provided as the net counts above
background. Additionally, will each detector have independent ILs
calculated based on efficiency or other factors or will a single value be
used for all similar detector types. If the latter, how will the single value
be selected, i.e., an average, the lowest, etc.?

2) The table may misrepresent values—recognizing the ILs are given as
examples—however, there are multiple ILs that are likely in error that
could be propagated into the final plan. The following were noted:

a. The RSCS SCM ILs = RGs + BKG? All the beta ILs appear to
assume approximately 100% detector count to disintegration efficiency,
likely an artifact of the 0.90 Sr-90 efficiency listed in Table 4-3.
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

b. The Cs-137 and Co-60 ILs are identical for both the SCM and 43-37.
However, detector efficiency for the lower energy Co-60 beta emissions
will be lower—as much as much as “2—than the Cs-137 efficiency.
Additionally, it appeared that the St/Y-90 efficiency was also assumed in
the IL calculation for these radionuclides for the SCM, which is not a
representative calibration source for these radionuclides and
overestimates detection efficiency.

The inaccuracies are such that the tables should be deleted or
significantly revised.

4574 |49 NA Excample: Beta Scan MDC Caleulation for the RSCS | Significant comment: Prior comments regarding the use of potentially
SCM and Table 4-6 over-estimated efficiencies and calibration standards that do not
represent the contaminants of concern beta energies are applicable to the
minimum detectable concentrations presented in the example and table.
The table and example should be revised using realistic parameters.

4575 |4-10 NA Table 4-7 Significant comment: See prior comments—the values provided for
investigation levels are not realistic. Action levels are expected to be a
fraction of those listed.

4577 |4-12 NA Table 4-8 Significant comment: See prior comments—the values provided for
static minimum detectable concentrations are not realistic. Actual MDCs
are likely to be several times greater than those listed.

522 5-2 1% The preliminary data review will include ... and Significant Comment: As there are no formal hypothesis tests
preparing retrospective power curves discussed in the Work Plan with the exception of those associated with
background data assessments in Appendix A, what is the objective of
preparing a retrospective power curve? The benefit of the retrospective
assessment is to evaluate the probability that Type II error occurred due
to an inadequate sample population. For example, using the MARSSIM
framework, Scenario A (H,: decision unit exceeds the release criteria).
The site would be concerned with the Type 1I error, e.g., not releasing a
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

clean unit. There is no effect to the Type I regulator error of concern.
However, under Scenario B where H: assumes the decision satisfies the
release criteria, a retrospective assessment is paramount to assess the
probability of a Type II error and provide regulatory assurance that the
investigation area is clean, i.e., <background.

The sample population size for this work plan simply references a
“previously established protocol (Ttec, 2012)” rather than providing a
decision basis requirement for the 18 samples planned from survey units.
The referenced protocol was reviewed and reflected the MARSSIM-
based methods for planning for the WRS test.

Note: Within the regulator comments on the February 2018 draft Work
Plan, Radiological Survey and Sampling, specifically the file named EP.A
Comments on HP Rad Work Plan 3.26.18.pdf, extensive attention was given
to the proposed 18-sample location population. Within those comments,
various iterations were performed based on prior reference area
background and site area population uncertainty with an output of 25
sample locations requested for each SU and background reference area.
Additionally, within the file, multiple comments discussed applying the
WRS test in combination with a sample-by-sample comparison to the
ROD-specified release limits and requested that the WRS test be
included in future reports.

In the Parcel G Work Plan, the number of samples does not appear to
be based on a specific study requirement. Responses to comments on
the February 2018 draft Work Plan, Radiological Survey and Sampling that
were provided in the electronic file named RTC_Regulators.pdf did not
specifically address the basis for the 18 samples or address the regulators
request and regulator acceptance that the WRS test would be
appropriate, together with the sample-by-sample comparison to the RGs
and ultimately the background parameters. Instead, the comment
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

responses refer to the purpose of the work plan being revised to evaluate
compliance with the Parcel G ROD. Within the ROD, general
terminology is used, such as: remediate and survey soils to ensure
remediation objectives/goals ate met; rather than providing specifics as
to how achieving the stated goal is demonstrated.

Therefore, without recognizing stakeholder consensus on what
constitutes successfully demonstrating the stated remedial action
objective: “Prevent of exposure to radionuclides of concern in
concentrations that exceed remediation goals for all potentially complete
exposure pathways”—i.e., applying the WRS test, rejecting the null
hypothesis, and evaluating individual samples that exceed the RGs with
the background parameters (analogous to the elevated measurement
comparison described in MARSSIM)—an independent evaluation and
conclusion cannot be provided for the proposed survey unit and
reference background area sample populations. Overall, the combined
number of background samples is likely adequate in combination for
estimating background ranges, population and spatial variability,
means/medians, and confidence intervals for compatison with survey
unit data. However, if each survey unit is a decision unit, the 18 samples
may not be adequate unless the data quality assessment includes the
evaluation of the individual survey unit mean/median via the WRS test
and again emphasizing that increasing the sample size would only
impact, lessen, the probability of a Type II error.

The stated ROD remediation objective to temediate/sutvey soils to
ensure the RGs are satisfied could not be economically demonstrated for
both 100% of the soils with 100% confidence, although perhaps an
argument could be made provided that 100% of the soils could be
successfully scanned and assurance that the detection sensitivity was a
fraction of the RGs. The stated objective could be demonstrated that a
specified percent of the decision unit is less than the RGs at a desired
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

confidence level. If that were the case, then the use of an upper tolerance
limit (UTL) may be applicable to the decision of contaminated areas
above the RGs vs. not contaminated. Eighteen samples provides 60%
confidence that at least 95% of any other location that could potentially
be sampled will be less than the RGs if the calculated UTL is less than
the RGs. Achieving 95% confidence, would require approximately 60 to
450 samples, dependent upon the assumed underlying population
distribution, variance, decision confidence, and desired proportion of the
population that must be less than the RGs.

There are two conceivable alternatives whereby the proposed 18 sample
locations would be satisfactory. 1) Applying the WRS test to assess the
survey unit mean/median against the adjusted reference background area
data and 2) combining survey unit results and assessing the UTLs against
the RGs for the various Parcel G Phase 1 and 2 strata in their decision
units. Example: excavated soil from 21 TUs X 18 samples each = 378
samples provides 100% confidence that at least 95% of the values in the
population are less than the RGs and the decision unit (the combined
Phase 1 TUs) is uncontaminated.

5.2.3 5-3 2" The TU/SU data are compared with the RBA data to | Comment: Comment is related to the utility of assessing retrospective
demonstrate whether the SU is consistent with the power and ultimately providing guidance on sample size which may be a
background data. If the SU data are consistent with the | point of contention as to what size is adequate. The plan might consider
RBA data, the TU/SU is considered consistent with another objective SU to Background statistical comparison based on
background. hypothesis testing, in lieu of the WRS test, that combines appropriate

methods for sample size determination and retrospective analysis, with
the following null (H,) and alternative (H,) hypotheses:

H,: SU ROC concentrations are = background ROC concentrations

H,: SU ROC concentrations are > background ROC concentrations
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation

Provided H, is not rejected, individual sample results could then be
compared to an agreed upon background threshold value (BTV).
Consideration for the application of BTVs for individual measurement
comparisons was also noted in regulator comments provided for the
February 2018 draft Work Plan, Radiological Survey and Sampling.

5.4 5-5 3t Alpha spectrometry provides **U analytical results of Comment: Alpha spectrometry does provide excellent results for U-238.
acceptable quality for the NORM evaluation. However, the initial NORM evaluation would be much easier, faster, and
less expensive if gamma spectroscopy was used to evaluate the U-238
concentrations using the 63 keV peak. This way, the gamma
spectroscopy of both the U-238 and Ra-226 could be initially evaluated
to determine if the two results are statistically different or equivalent.
Additionally, this would eliminate potential sampling error resulting from
having a large-sized sample for gamma spectroscopy from which a small
aliquot is removed for alpha spectrometry.

If, after comparing the U-238 and Ra-226 results from gamma
spectroscopy, the results are not statistically different, then the alpha
spectrometry for U-238 and Ra-226 would then be performed.

5.5 5-6 Eq. 5-1 NA Comment: Equation 5-1 appears to be a version of the duplicate error
ratio calculation for assessing the precision of duplicate measurements of
the same sample. Is this an appropriate method for evaluating
independent, uncorrelated samples?

App. A, | 3-2 1% In order to simplify the sampling design, an Comment: Will the small area of the RBAs provide adequate

3.1.3 approximately 20-foot by 20-foot square has been representation of the localized background spatial variability?
established within each of the four bistorical RBA Recommend enlarging the RBA areas if readily achievable.
Jfootprints.
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App. A, | 3-3 1 and 2™ | The land area near the radio station building and Comment: Similar to the on-site RBAs, recommend that if a larger

313 transmitter bas remained undisturbed since 1937 and portion of the park is accessible for the background study, that sample
o has been selected as the location of the offsite RBA locations be distributed quasi-randomly, to minimize spatial clustering,

(RBA-Bayview). Both surface gamma scan surveys and | over the park. Recognizing that regulator comments on the previous
surface soil samples will be collected from RBA-Bayview | draft work plan requested that background samples not be collected at
to provide a more accurate surface soil data set to locations at the bottom of slopes where runoff could have deposited
represent undisturbed surface soil areas. Based on field sediment and led to accumulation of Cs-137, is it representative of
conditions, additional sample locations at Bayview Park | potential site background conditions to exclude the lower terrain if

or other reference areas may be added as necessary to similar fallout accumulation points exist in the study areas?

characterize different soil types and depositional areas.
App. A, | 3-6 Table 3-6 25U Series (7°U via protactininm-234m, ' pp, 274Bz) Comment: The low abundance of the 1001 keV protactinium-234m
3.1.7 photopeak may be problematic for achieving adequate quantification of

U-238 at background levels. Consider replacing via the 63 and 93 keV
Th-234 photopeaks to quantify U-238 for gamma spectroscopy as
discussed in prior Section 5.4 comment above.

App. A, | 4-3 Last Confirmed outliers will be removed from individual data | Comment: Consider revising the applicable text statement regarding
422 sets outliers. Section 4.4 of EPA 5QA/G-9 provides the following guidance:

Section 4.4 OUTLIERS: ...One should never discard an outlier based
solely on a statistical test. Instead, the decision to discard an outlier should be
based on some scientific or quality assurance basis. Discarding an outlier
from a data set should be done with extreme cantion, particularly for
environmental data sets, which often contain legitimate extreme values. If an
outlier is discarded from the data set, all statistical analysis of the data
should be applied to both the full and truncated data set so that the effect of
discarding observations may be assessed. If scientific reasoning does not
explain the outlier, it should not be discarded from the data set. ..

Consider performing the assessment both with and without outliers to
determine if the decision changes between the two scenarios.
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation
App. A, | 4.4 3 The RBA data sets will be compared....as described in - | Comment: Please provide additional information on how the various
423 Section 4.1.3, to determine whether the reference areas backgrounds will be further assessed should the K-W test reject the null

have similar or significantly different background levels. | hypothesis that the backgrounds are from the same population. The

If there are data sets that are similar (i.e., pass the KIW | K-W will not determine which population is different, only that there is a
test), they may be combined. If data sets are significantly | difference. Is the intent to perform the test on different combinations?
different (i.e., they fail the KW test), further evaluation
will be performed to determine the potential causes of the
differences such as soil type or depth bgs. Data may be
Pplotted on site maps or plotted against gamma-scan data
to look for visual clues as to ROC distribution and to
evaluate spatial independence.

45.7.4 | Table Page: 1 of 6 Minor comment: Change to Page: 1 of 7 as there are 7 pages in the
ﬁgpl 336 4-6 RRP-106 procedure.
i Page Minor comment: Change footer from RRP-106 to RP-106.
1of7

App. B | Page 52 5.2 Radiation Protection Technician (RPT) Comment: Consider briefly describing how the survey should be

RP-106 | 2 0f7 LT RPTs are responsible for documenting surveys in a documented here beyond documenting legibly. May point to section
legible manner on approved forms. 10.1.

App. B | Page 7.0 7.0 PRECAUTIONS AND LIMITATIONS Comment: Because air samples are excluded from this procedure,

RP-106 | 3 0of 7 LT Surveys for airborne radioactivity will be documented consider noting that in 7.0. For example, for clarity, consider adding in
in accordance with RP-107, the Italicized text: “Surveys for airborne activity are not covered in this
“Measurement of Airborne Radioactivity.” procedure and will be documented in accordance with ...”

App. B | Page 9.0 9.0 RECORDS Comment: Section 10.2.4 mentions count room printouts. Suggest

RP-106 | 3 0of 7 L7 PEST Survey Form (Attachment 1) adding a bullet to include other potential records to section 9.0.

L] PEST Survey Log Number Form (Attachment 2)
L7 Radiation Protection Technician (RPT) Logbooks
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Independent Review Comments

Section | Page | Paragraph Applicable Text Comment/Obsetvation and Recommendation
App. B | Page 10.1, step | 5. Assign the next sequential survey number to the Minor Comment: Section 10.1.2 calls the document the survey log
RP-106 | 3 of 7 5 survey from the survey nunmber logbook. number book. Make consistent to minimize confusion.
App. B | Page 10.1.1, step | 6. Complete the following information for all surveys: Comment: Consider clarifying the first bullet so that it specifies (start
RP-106 | 3 0of 7 6 [ Date and time qf\;‘”m@/ and stop tlme)
LT Location of survey Minor Comment: Spell out HWP.
UIm‘t@m%em‘ hpe ,ﬂﬂd fﬂm/ imbers d,ﬂd 7;;04741‘5;{ Comment: Suggest adding another bullet to encourage additional details,
supporting information (i.e., detector efficiencies, L : " - o
L such as adding in project-related activities or conditions of significance
calibration dates, background values, etc.) . . . .
. . (e.g., weather extremes); also, sufficient detail to enable independent
LT HW'P number, if applicable reconstruction of the work activities and records.
L7 Reason for survey
App. B | Page 10.1.1, 7. Indicate Radiological Hazard Area boundaries on the | Comment: Radiological Hazard Area is not defined in the definitions
RP-106 | 4 of 7 step 7 survey form using x's and -'s (-xc-xc or *¥). section.
App. B | Page 10.1.1, 8. Note the posted Radiological Hazard using common | Comment: Because this procedure does not cover air sampling, should
RP-106 | 4 of 7 step 8 designator such as the last bullet be removed? If it should stay, “Area” should be added
DCoﬂfélwiﬂdﬂo” Arga = C‘A (Airborne Radloactlvlty Area = ARA).
L7 Radiation Area = RA
L7 Radioactive Material Area = RM.A
L7 Airborne Radioactivity = ARA
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Attachment 1

Bi-214 (609 keV)

Count Time, sec MDC, pCi/g
1 14.3
6 7.61
60 2.2
600 0.281
6000 0.0952
5
Bi-214 (609 keV)
a
3
=
2
8
= 60,2.2 == Seriesl
2
1
600,0.281
o & 6000,0.0952
1 10 100 1000 10000
Count Time, sec
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Attachment 2
Land Surveys Without Headphones

Survey Per Surveyor Per GIS Technician
Surveyor | Duration | Percent® Ho. Ma. False Na, Ma. False
Mo, {min) Coverage | Misses | Found | Positives | Misses | Found | Positives
1 23 T8 2 -] 0 2 g 1]
2 2 72 3 T 0 0 10 0
3 42 ] (1] 10 0 0 10 0
4 33 T2 (1] 10 0 0 10 0
5 16 61 4 6 0 4 6 0
] 20 83 [1] 10 0 0 10 0
7 30 61 3 [ 0 2 8 1]
8 20 67 3 7 i 2 8 0
=] 20 83 [1] 10 1 0 10 0
10 32 89 1 9 1] 0 10 1
Sums: MHA HA 16 B4 1 10 90 1
Averages: 26 76 1.6 B4 0.1 1.0 9.0 0.1

*Percent coverage generally based on the number of parallel survey lanes completed divided by the ideal number of
lanes (18] in the test land area: judgment used when surveyors sirayed from parallel.

Land Surveys with Headphones

Survey Per Surveyor Per GIS Technician
Surveyor | Duration Percent” Ho. Ho. False Ho. Hao. False
Mo, (min) Coverage | Misses | Found | Positives | Misses Found Positives
1 21 83 1 9 0 1 9 1]
2 12 56 1 g 0 1 ) 1]
3 35 83 0 10 1] 0 10 1
4 ki | 83 [1] 10 0 0 10 Q
2 20 a9 1 9 0 0 10 3
6 18 67 2 8 0 2 8 1
T 26 72 2 8 0 2 8 0
8 35 a4 1 9 0 0 10 0
9 X2 83 [1] 10 0 0 10 1
10 28 a4 [1] 10 0 0 10 0
Sums: MA HA 8 92 0 G 94 6
Averages: 25 81 0.8 9.2 1] 0.6 9.4 0.6

*Percent coverage generally based on the number of parallel survey lanes completed divided by the ideal number of
larses (18) in the test land area; jJudgment used when surseyors stirayed from parallel.
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From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA); Bercik, Lisa M.

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA); Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA); Hackett, John/DEN

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs
Date: Friday, May 31, 2019 9:35:10

Good morning Lisa,
To be in-line with the previous response on the initial comment, does something like this work?:






Project Manager
APTIM | Project Management

O 619 446 4508
M 619 213 3389

E lisa.bercik@aptim.com

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 9:03 AM

To: Bercik, Lisa M. <lisa.bercik@aptim.com>

Cc: paul.stoick@navy.mil; Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA)
<derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Liz Roddy <elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Hackett, John/DEN
<John.Hackett@jacobs.com>

Subject: FW: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs
Importance: High

EXTERNAL SENDER

Hi Lisa,

We received EPA comments on our most recent set of work plan RTCs and need a bit of help from
you on a few. Please see the attached word file where | pared the comments down to just the ones
we need your input on. If it’s easier to just talk through them with me, that works, give me a call!

Thanks,

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619 272 7209

M 1 757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacobs.

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 12:08 AM

To: paul.stoick@navy.mil; juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; tina.low@waterboards.ca.gov; Brownell, Amy
(DPH) <amy.brownell@sfdph.org>

Cc: Huang, Judy <Huang.Judy@epa.gov>; Reese, Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>;
Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Egan, Jamie
<Jamie.Egan@jacobs.com>; Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>; Liz Roddy
<gelizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Karla Brasaemle (kbrasaemle @techlawinc.com)
<kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com>; jdawson@techlawinc.com; Kappelman, David
<Kappelman.David@epa.gov>; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work
Plan RTCs

Dear Paul,





Thank you for providing the attached RTCs on the HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan. Attached is EPA’s review of these comments. Please note the following:

1. Because reference background sampling, which is outside Parcel G, is a priority, to avoid
unnecessary delay of field work, EPA’s initial review has focused on the portions of the RTCs
relevant to that work. These are highlighted in yellow in the attachment. We have also made
an effort to give preliminary comments now that also address the later work in Parcel G for
soil and buildings. However, further comments about Parcel G work may be sent later to
supplement this set of comments.

2. Because a revised document was not provided to EPA yet, we understand from an email from
Derek Robinson on May 14, 2019, and from a verbal discussion at a Navy conference call the
same day that the Navy will first review these EPA comments and then next provide pages of
the revised Parcel G Work Plan text reflecting the incorporation of the RTCs. As we stated
earlier, EPA will review the forthcoming revised text relevant to reference background to
confirm resolution of comments and then consider partial approval of the Work Plan for soil
reference background testing.

Please contact me at 415-947-4187 if you would like to discuss any of these comments further.

o Lily

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 4:19 PM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>; juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; tina.low@waterboards.ca.gov;
Brownell, Amy (DPH) <amy.brownell@sfdph.org>

Cc: Huang, Judy <Huang.Judy@epa.gov>; Reese, Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>;
Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; 'Egan, Jamie'
<Jamie.Egan@jacobs.com>; Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>; Roddy,
Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA) <glizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>

Subject: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs

BCT,

Please see attached RTCs on the HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan. The
RTCs are in response to all comments received (December and April).

| am requesting a response by 5/21 to maintain the scheduled Final document distribution on 5/31.
Please let me know if you have any questions or if | can assist with walking through the responses.
Thank you!!

V/r,





Paul Stoick, P.E.
Environmental Engineer
Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point

619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracomo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.










From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick. Paul T CIV USN (USA

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan
Date: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 9:07:00

Hi Paul,

Ok, I'll have the comments pulled into a word file today and work on the RTCs tomorrow. I'll get back
to you tomorrow on any we need to discuss.

Just FYI, I'm out most of today with personal appointments.
Thanks!
Kim

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 7:43 AM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: Bercik, Lisa M. <lisa.bercik@aptim.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Kim,

Please see attached comments. | was out of office Friday/Monday, and haven’t had a chance to look
in detail, but most of the comments look like one’s we’ve received informally already.

Please start working to draft the RTCs, and let me know if you want to go over any of them.
Thanks!

Vv/r,
Paul

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 12:00 AM

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Stoick,
Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)
<stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Cc: juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>; Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Fairbanks, Brianna <Fairbanks.Brianna@epa.gov>; Karla Brasaemle
(kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com) <kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com>; Kappelman, David
<Kappelman.David@epa.gov>; Nguyen, Lyndsey <Nguyen.lyndsey@epa.gov>;
jdawson@techlawinc.com; Singh, Sheetal (CDPH-EMB) <sheetal.singh@cdph.ca.gov>; Reese,
Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan
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Dear Derek, Paul, and Steve,

Attached are final comments on technical details related to the draft final Parcel G Work Plan
version November 2, 2018. Please contact me if you would like to discuss these further. Thank you.

o Lily

Lily Lee

Cleanup Project Manager, Superfund Division
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-8-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-947-4187

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.

Jacobs’ Energy, Chemicals and Resources business is now part of Worley






From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Janda, Danielle L CIV
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Final Comments on WP and SAP
Date: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 16:42:14

Great, thanks! I'll make these changes and get the PDFs made for our internal quality review.

From: Janda, Danielle L CIV <danielle.janda@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, October 30, 2018 4:10 PM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Final Comments on WP and SAP

Hi Kim,
Here are the only things | found in my reading of the Parcel G Work Plan:

Section 4.4.1.2 says: “To minimize the potential for releasing soil with concentrations above the RG,
the Type | decision error rate is set at-" Soil should be building.

Fix formatting for Section 4.4.3.2

V/r,

Danielle Janda
Environmental Engineer
NAVFAC Southwest
Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147
Phone: 619-524-6041

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.










From: Koenig. Kellie/SDO

To: Egan, Jamie; "Amy Brownell"; "Dr. Sheetal Singh"; "Jackie Lane"; "Lily Lee"; "Tina Low"; “Tracy Jue";
Juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; "Jeffrey.C.Martin@Lennar.com”; Julie.pettijohn@dtsc.ca.gov; Jeff Austin
(eff@albionpartners.com); Ures, Tina@Waterboards (Tina.Ures@Waterboards.ca.gov); Huana. Judy
(Huang.Judy@epa.gov); Ng. Shirley S CIV NAVFAC SW; Delong. Douglas E CTR NAVFAC HQ. BRAC PMO; Kayaci
Hamide G CIV; Robinson, Derek J CIV NAVFAC HQ, BRAC PMO; Janda, Danielle L CIV; Howard, Leslie A CTR
NAVFAC HQ. BRAC PMO; Konzen. Anthony D CIV NAVFAC SW; Macchiarella, Thomas L JR CIV NAVFAC HQ. BRAC
PMO; Slack. Matthew L CIV SEA 04 04N; Edwards, Zachary L CIV SEA 04 04N; Ohannessian. Sharon A CTR
NAVFAC HQ. BRAC PMO; Chris Ota (christopher.ota@redhorsecorp.com); Liscio, Matthew P CIV SEA 04. NAVSEA
DET RASO; Cardoso. Rebecca D ClIV NAVFAC HQ. BRAC PMO; Banister, Stephen D CIV NAVFAC SW; Karla
Brasaemle; Christina Rain; Mark.Luckhardt@Lennar.com; Samuel Worden (Sam.Worden@FivePoint.com)

Cc: Hamlet Hamparsumian (hamlet.hamparsumian@noreasinc.com); elizabeth.basinet
(elizabeth.basinet@noreasinc.com)

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: HPNS BCT Meeting - September 7, 2017 Navy Trailer

Date: Friday, September 08, 2017 18:11:37

Attachments: RAD DataUpdate Sep2017 Final.pdf

Hi All,

Per our conversation yesterday, attached is a preview copy of the final Radiological Data
Review Fact Sheet #2 that will be released to the public on Monday. | hope to see some of
you then.

Thanks,
Kellie

Kellie D. Koenig

Principal Public Involvement Technologist
D 16192727217

M 1949278 2177

CH2M

402 West Broadway, Suite 1450

San Diego, CA 92101

www.ch?2m.com | LinkedIn | Twitter | Eacebook

From: Egan, Jamie [mailto:jamie.egan@aptim.com]

Sent: Tuesday, September 05, 2017 10:09 AM

To: 'Amy Brownell' <Amy.Brownell@sfdph.org>; 'Dr. Sheetal Singh' <Sheetal.Singh@cdph.ca.gov>;
'Jackie Lane' <Lane.jackie@epa.gov>; 'Lily Lee' <Lee.Lily@EPA.gov>; 'Tina Low'
<tlow@waterboards.ca.gov>; 'Tracy Jue' <tracy.jue@cdph.ca.gov>; Juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov;
'Jeffrey.C.Martin@Lennar.com' <Jeffrey.C.Martin@Lennar.com>; Julie.pettijohn@dtsc.ca.gov; Jeff
Austin (jeff@albionpartners.com) <jeff@albionpartners.com>; Ures, Tina@Waterboards
(Tina.Ures@Waterboards.ca.gov) <Tina.Ures@Waterboards.ca.gov>; Huang, Judy
(Huang.Judy@epa.gov) <Huang.Judy@epa.gov>; Shirley Ng (shirley.ng@navy.mil)
<shirley.ng@navy.mil>; Douglas Delong (douglas.delong@navy.mil) <douglas.delong@navy.mil>;
Hamide.Kayaci.ctr@navy.mil; Robinson, Derek J CIV NAVFACHQ, BRAC PMO
<derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>; Janda, Danielle L CIV NAVFAC SW <Danielle.Janda@navy.mil>;
Howard, Leslie A CTR NAVFAC HQ, BRAC PMO (leslie.howard@navy.mil) <leslie.howard@navy.mil>;
Paulding, Reginald F CIV NAVFAC SW, BRAC <reginald.paulding@navy.mil>; Konzen, Anthony D CIV
NAVFAC SW, BRAC <anthony.konzen@navy.mil>; thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil; 'Matt Slack'
<matthew.slack@navy.mil>; Zachary Edwards (zachary.edwards@navy.mil)
<zachary.edwards@navy.mil>; sharon.ohannessian.ctr@navy.mil; Chris Ota
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R_adi_q‘pgical Dﬁ_a_,ta \Re\_/_ie_w Updatgﬁ #2

September 2017
This is the second in a series of fact sheets and other ongoing communications about the radiological data review
being conducted at Hunters Point Naval Shipyard (HPNS). The previous fact sheet (dated February 2017) on the
Navy’s radiological data review may be found on the HPNS pages of the Navy’s website at www.bracpmo.navy.mil.

Radiological Data Review Background How has the data been reviewed?

In 2012, as a part of its regular review of contractor data, * Created a complete list of all radiological soil samples
the Navy discovered a discrepancy in radiological for data evaluation and comparison to TtEC reports
sampling by one contractor, Tetra Tech EC (TtEC). o Established a list of radioactive elements to help

Sampling data in question was identified and initial determine data validity
corrective actions were taken by TtEC. It was determined
that sample data had been falsified. In 2016, a former
TtEC contract worker made additional claims about the

work done before 2012. Additional allegations were made _ . _
in 2017 o Created a list of sites to evaluate based on allegations

of data manipulation and falsification by TtEC

Identified areas of potential radiological impact and
where previous radiological remediation activities took
place

Thorough Data Evaluation Underwa
¢ y o Statistically analyzed previously collected data to

In November 2016, the Navy hired an independent team identify irregularities

of experts (review team) to further review and evaluate
the reliability of the radiological data collected by TtEC.
As part of the evaluation, the review team has developed
a database of soil data and is analyzing radiological

sampling, surveys, and building scan results. Snapshot of Extensive Analysis
What are the data evaluation objectives?

e Generated summaries with graphs and charts to
better understand and compare data results

1. Evaluate radiological data collected by TtEC RadiologicallSollEIEESS

2. ldentify data that may have been falsified or * Approximately 300,000 cubic yards of soil

improperly collected e QOver 50,000 soil samples

How will the results be used? e More than 900,000 analytical results
1. Determine additional actions needed to confirm or

. . e Over 30 former building sites
replace TtEC radiological sample results

2. Support decisions concerning the final evaluation for SR pproximately 28 miles OftEIRININ.

radiological areas at HPNS Radiological Scans

Extent of Data Review and Analysis e More than 20 structures (buildings)
on approximately 23 acres of land

The data evaluation includes radiological samples taken
by TtEC beginning in 2006 from Parcels B, C, D-2, E, G,
and the utility corridors (UC-1, UC-2 and UC-3).

Detailed Review to Ensure Accurate Results

The review team is using multiple methods to cross-check
information and look for inconsistencies that might
indicate questionable data. The size of this detailed
evaluation is very large due to the number of sites and
samples.





https://www.bracpmo.navy.mil/content/dam/bracpmo/california/former_naval_shipyard_hunters_point/pdfs/restoration_advisory_board/2017CommunityInformationalMeetings/HP_201702_FactSheet_Rad.pdf





www.bracpmo.navy.mil

Radiological Data Review Update #2

Next Steps
Data Evaluation

Over the coming months, the review team will continue
their evaluation. Data from each parcel and sampling unit
will go through the same process of evaluation to
determine where and how further sampling should been
done. Regulatory agencies are part of the re-evaluation
team, and have reviewed and accepted the data re-
evaluation methods.

Confirmation Report to Document Results

Data evaluation and potential confirmation sampling
results will be documented in a detailed confirmation
report when the data evaluation is complete and has
been reviewed and approved by regulatory agencies. The
confirmation report will be available to the public through
the resources and locations listed below.

Independent Verification and Oversight
The U.S. EPA is conducting independent review of the

HPNS radiological findings to validate the Navy’s results.
In addition, Oak Ridge Associated Universities (ORAU)

and Argonne National Lab are working with Oregon State
University’s (OSU) Radioecology Research Group and
provide independent third party review of data.

Protecting the Public

Throughout the environmental cleanup process, the Navy
follows an established set of procedures to protect the
public. If a threat to the public exists, immediate action is
taken. The Navy and regulatory agencies have sufficient
data for HPNS to determine that there is no immediate
threat to public safety, allowing the Navy the time to
conduct this comprehensive data review.

The Navy’s priority is community safety during all
investigation and cleanup activities at HPNS.
Comprehensive safety procedures, including dust control,
air monitoring, and management of soil samples, ensure
the safety of cleanup workers, shipyard tenants, and
nearby residents.

The Navy’s goal for this process is to verify that the
parcels are free of radiological contamination and safe for
planned reuse before transferring the property to the City
of San Francisco.

How to Get More Information on

The Navy will continue to update the community on radiological
data review results and achievements in upcoming program
updates, fact sheets, website updates, community meetings,
and news releases.

Contact HPNS Program Management

Derek Robinson, BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Dept of the Navy, BRAC Program Management Office West
33000 Nixie Way, Bldg. 50, 2nd Deck, San Diego CA 92147

(619) 524-6026
derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil

To be added to the HPNS mailing list or for additional
information, email info@sfhpns.com or call (415) 295-4742.

HPNS Radiological Data Review

Previously published reports and documentation may be found
on the U.S. EPA’s website at www.epa.gov, on DTSC’s website
at www.envirostor.dtsc.ca.gov, and on the HPNS Radiological
Cleanup Program pages of the Navy’s website at
www.bracpmo.navy.mil.

Review HPNS Reports

City of San Francisco Main Library
100 Larkin Street, 5th Floor, Gov’t Information Center
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 557-4400

The Shipyard Site Trailer
690 Hudson Avenue, San Francisco, CA 94124
Navy Website: www.bracpmo.navy.mil

Get Answers on Radiological Health and Safety from a Technical Expert

Dr. Higley is highly qualified to serve as a resource to the public on HPNS

Dr. Kathryn Higley
(541) 737-7063
kathryn.higley@oregonstate.edu
www.ne.oregonstate.edu/kathryn-higley

radiological issues. She is the Head of the School of Nuclear Science and
Engineering at Oregon State University and a Certified Health Physicist

with degrees in Radiological Health Sciences.

Dr. Higley is available to answer community member questions

by phone or email, and in person whenever possible.

Para mas informacion sobre el programa de limpieza de la Marina en
Hunters Point Naval Shipyard, favor de dejar un mensaje en (415) 295-4742.

ARBEAENAB G MIREES T RIEZE R,

1EIRTT (415) 295-4742FF /= .
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(christopher.ota@redhorsecorp.com) <christopher.ota@redhorsecorp.com>; Liscio, Matthew P CIV
SEA 04, NAVSEA DET RASO <matthew.liscio@navy.mil>; Cardoso, Rebecca D CTR NAVFAC HQ, BRAC
PMO (rebecca.cardoso@navy.mil) <rebecca.cardoso@navy.mil>; Banister, Stephen D CIV NAVFAC
SW (stephen.banister@navy.mil) <stephen.banister@navy.mil>; Karla Brasaemle
<KBrasaemle@TechLawInc.com>; Christina Rain <crain@langan.com>;
Mark.Luckhardt@Lennar.com; Samuel Worden (Sam.Worden@FivePoint.com)
<Sam.Worden@FivePoint.com>

Cc: Lundgren, Leslie <leslie.lundgren@aptim.com>; Hamlet Hamparsumian
(hamlet.hamparsumian@noreasinc.com) <hamlet.hamparsumian@noreasinc.com>;
elizabeth.basinet (elizabeth.basinet@noreasinc.com) <elizabeth.basinet@noreasinc.com>; Koenig,
Kellie/SDO <Kellie.Koenig@ch2m.com>

Subject: HPNS BCT Meeting - September 7, 2017 Navy Trailer [EXTERNAL]

Hello — Our next BCT meeting is scheduled for September 7, 2017 at the HPNS Navy trailer. |
apologize for the late email.

Please note that this BCT invite is being sent to a limited distribution list. Please forward the
invite to your colleagues or contractors who also need to be in attendance.

Attached is the agenda, draft meeting summary from August, and action items from August.
Handouts for the meeting will follow. Below is the WebEx and call-in information.

HPNS BCT Meeting — September 7, 2017
Thur, Sept 7, 10:30 am |2 hr (updated)

San Francisco (Pacific Daylight Time, GMT-07:00)
Host: NOREAS

When it’s time, join the meeting from here:

https://meetings.webex.com/collabs/meetings/join?uuid=M7GX48IN18FSGF3CU1VHAG6MOCR-VPSV

Access Information

Where: WebEx Online

Meeting number: 197 658 536

Meeting password: This meeting does not require a password.

Teleconference
1-877-791-4889
Passcode: 854-756-32

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Thanks,
Jamie



https://meetings.webex.com/collabs/meetings/join?uuid=M7GX48IN18FSGF3CU1VHA6MOCR-VPSV



}\ APTIM

Jamie Egan

Project Manager

Tel: +1 415 829 4247
Mobile + 415 260 9803
jamie.egan@aptim.com

APTIM

315 Montgomery Street, Suite 834
San Francisco, CA 94104

United States of America
www.aptim.com

Effective July 1, 2017, we are no longer owned by or associated with CBI, INC.
(NYSE:CBI)
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From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA

Cc: Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: HPNS Background Sampling - Intrusive Activities
Date: Thursday, July 25, 2019 12:02:41

Hi Paul,

Right, we will be boring through the durable cover and do not need to remove it.
I'll give you a call this afternoon!
Kim

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 11:36 AM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: Liz Roddy <elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] HPNS Background Sampling - Intrusive Activities

Kim,

Another random quick question to continue my background email barrage — we’re boring through
the durable cover to collect samples, and do not need to remove it in its entirety correct? I’'m sure
we’ve discuss this before but just need to make sure. The point is that we should not perform any
site disturbing/intrusive activities prior to Aug. 12. Give me a call this afternoon when you have a
chance.

Thanks!

V/r,

Paul Stoick, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Lead Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracomo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA

Cc: Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA); Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA); Hackett, John/DEN
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: HPNS Rad Background Study Kick-off/Schedule/Sampling Coordination

Date: Friday, June 07, 2019 14:07:37

Attachments: SP-SAR-2019-02.pdf

Hi Paul,

See responses below.

Thanks!

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619272 7209

M 1757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacobs.

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, June 4, 2019 12:48 PM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@CH2M.com>

Cc: Liz Roddy <elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA)

<derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] HPNS Rad Background Study Kick-off/Schedule/Sampling Coordination

Kim,

Dante Rodriguez is the primary EPA RPM that will be over-seeing the fieldwork for the rad
background study and rework investigation. He called with a few questions that we need to figure
out.

1. Split Sampling Procedures.
The EPA will be performing 100% oversight of the sampling effort for the background data

collection, and will be taking split samples. We need to coordinate with them on
where/when we will be sampling. Are we planning a kick-off meeting to discuss these
logistics? If not, could we plan for a kick-off meeting with agencies within the 3 weeks of
pre-mobilization during permitting/etc.

Yes, let’s have a pre-pre-kick-off meeting with EPA to discuss how many split samples they
want to take and from where, how much soil they expect (because for example, for the off-
site RBA we are only sampling 6” intervals based on the site visit with USGS and the amount
of soil collected may be minimal/less), and logistics. It would be good to have this meeting
prior to the typical pre-mobilization meeting. We should also discuss what their plan is for
data evaluation and how they will use this data (e.g., do they have DQOs/SAP?), because the
methodologies and results could differ.

2. Scanning Procedures.
It sounds like the EPA will be replicating our surface scanning of the background areas. They
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COUNTYor SAN MATEO e 450 v
PARKS DEPARTMENT 650-363-4020

www.SMCoParks.org

Scientific Permit and Site Activity Review Determination

March 5, 2019

John Hackett

Jacobs Engineering

9191 South Jamaica Street
Englewood, CO, 80112

RE: Scientific Permit and Site Activity Review, SP-SAR-2019-02
Dear John Hackett,

Your request for a Scientific Permit to collect soil samples to determine background radionuclide
levels in undisturbed areas at San Bruno Mountain is approved.

Approval of the San Bruno Mountain Site Activity Review does not render unnecessary permits that
may be required for your project, from other agencies or governing bodies including, but not limited
to: US Army Corps of Engineers, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, US Fish and Wildlife
Service, California Regional Water Quality Control Board, California Department of Forestry, and
the Bay Area Air Quality Management District. It is the applicant’s responsibility to obtain all
necessary permits before beginning the project and for use in this review process.

Approved Type of Activity

Urban Development of Planned Parcels

Management and Monitoring of Conserved Habitat

Operation and Maintenance of Guadalupe Canyon Parkway
Operation and Maintenance of State and County Park facilities
Fire Protection activities

X Research Activities in Conserved Habitat

Based on the submission of the materials provided in the Scientific Permit and Site Activity Review
application your request to establish a 75-foot by 75-foot sampling plot site adjacent to the Saddle
Loop Trail in San Bruno Mountain Park, and collect 4 samples each from 25 soil sample sites within
the plot, ranging from 500 to 1000 grams of soil per sample, has been approved. The following are
additional conditions of your approval:

1. Your Scientific Research Permit is valid from March 5, 2019 through December 31, 2019.








March 5, 2019

John Hackett

RE: SP-SAR-2019-02
Page 2 of 3

2.

8.

9.

You or your colleagues must carry this permit while you are implementing any of your
permitted activities, and must present it to Park staff upon request.

You will contact District Rangers via email at least 72 hours prior to visiting County Parks.
a. San Bruno Mountain State and County Park: Ranger Priscilla Alvarez,
pralvarez@smcgov.org or (650)589-5708

Collection of soil samples shall be limited to the area within the 75-foot by 75-foot plot
identified in the attached map, and to the 25 sample sites identified in the proposal. 4 soil
samples from each of the 25 sample sites can be collected (100 samples total). Each of the
100 samples can be 500 to 1000 grams total.

You must provide a summary of the outcome from your research or activity, or any other
publication that arises from this activity for free to the San Mateo County Parks Department.

You must wear clothing that distinguished you as a field researcher either a brightly colored
safety vest or something similar. This is to clarify that you are conducting research and have
permission to be off trail or in other sensitive habitats.

Minimize impacts to the wildlife/soil/water/vegetation resources as much as feasible by
staying on the trail and minimizing contact time in any one location.

a. Aside from the ground disturbance and soil removal for the soil sample collection
activities, no physical alterations may be made to the landscape at San Bruno
Mountain State and County Park.

b. To the extent feasible, within the plot where digging for samples will not occur, leave
vegetation and soil surfaces intact.

c. Tothe extent feasible, return the sample collection site to a condition comparable to
the site prior to disturbance (i.e. burying excess dirt & holes, light grading to blend
site in to surroundings). If imported fill is required to cover sampling holes, please
confirm a weed-free topsoil source with Natural Resources staff in advance.

Please make sure your field gear is free from any vegetation, soil, mud, and seeds in order
to minimize the spread of noxious weeds, diseases, and other pests into the County Park
system.

a. County Parks expects all biologists & researchers to take extra precaution when in
areas that are considered conserved habitat. All boots should be cleaned prior to
visiting San Bruno Mountain. On the morning of field surveys all boots must be
sprayed down with Lysol of an alcohol solution before travelling into areas that
support SBMHCP covered species.

Access to county roads and trails for vehicle use has not been granted with this permit.

Please not that permission from San Mateo County Parks to conduct this research/activity does not
preclude you from your obligations to obtain the appropriate permits from California Department of
Fish and Wildlife or US Fish and Wildlife Service.

I look forward to learning more about the outcome of your exploration and collection at San Bruno
Mountain State and County Park. Please do not hesitate to contact me if you have any additional
guestions or concerns regarding the information outlined above.
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John Hackett
RE: SP-SAR-2019-02
Page 3 of 3

Thank you for working with County Parks to protect the incredible resources found within San Bruno
Mountain’s Habitat Conservation Plan area.

Sincerely,

annah Ormshaw
Natural Resource Specialist I

CC: Nicholas Calderon, Assistant Director
Scott Lombardi, Superintendent
Ramona Arechiga, Natural Resource Manager
Priscilla Alvarez, Park Ranger |V

Attachments: Application materials
Map of Sample Site
Hold Harmless
Certificate of Insurance
Scientific Collection Fee
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Hello, Hannah.

Someone has submitted a Site Activity Review application through the Parks
Department website. See the results below.

Submitted on Tuesday, December 11, 2018 - 9:02am
Submitted by user: Anonymous
Submitted values are:

Application Kind: Site Activity Review Application
==Applicant==

First Name: John

Last Name: Hackett

Organization: Jacobs Engineering
==Address==

Street Address: 9191 South Jamaica Street
Street Address 2:

City: Englewood

State: CO

Zip Code: 80112

Country: United States

Email: john.hackett@jacobs.com
Phone Number: 3035897217

==Supervisor, Academic Adivsor, or Principal Investigator==
First Name:

Last Name:
School/Organization:
==0rganization Address==
Street Address:

Street Address 2:

City:

State:

Zip Code:

Country: United States

Email;
Phone Number:

==Project Logistics==
Number of Participants Expected: 8
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Starting date of proposed activity: Mon, 01/14/2019
Ending date of proposed activity: Fri, 01/18/2019
Expected arrival time: 8:00 am

Expected time of departure: 4:00 pm

Will this scientific activity require you to stay overnight in
the park? no

When do you expect to complete the investigation/report? Wed,
05/15/2019

Name of Park(s): San Bruno Mountain Park

Sites: Area at the north of the park as shown in the attached map
Map:

==Vehicle Considerations==

Number of Vehicles: 3

Number of these Vehicles with 4-Wheel Drive Capacity? 2
==Requests==

- Are you requesting permission to drive on roads/trails
within

the Park(s)?: | don't know

- Are you requesting permission to leave vehicles parked
after

sunset?: No

- Are you requesting permission to park in a permit-only
parking

lot?: I don't know

- Are you requesting permission to enter a closed
section(s)

of

the Park(s)?: No

Vehicle Make:

==Proposal==

Obijective of Investigation: This work is being performed under
contract to the Navy. We are collecting soil samples in
undeveloped/undisturbed areas to determine levels of
radionuclides present from atmospheric fallout for use in
evaluating data from the former Hunters Point Naval Shipyard.
Samples will be collected at the surface (in the 0 to 6 inch
depth range) and in the shallow subsurface (in the 1 to 2 foot
depth range). We are also collecting samples from McLaren Park in
San Francisco.

Method of Investigation:

The investigation process will have several steps. Initially a







land survey will be performed to identify the sample locations

and elevations. A geophysical survey will be performed to

identify any subsurface utilities or other potential

obstructions. A gamma radiation survey will be performed over the
study area to identify any naturally-occurring radiation
fluctuations. Surface and subsurface samples will then be

collected 25 locations using shovels, hand augers, or other

manual means (i.e., no equipment will be brought in). Between 500
and 1000 grams of soil will be collected for each sample. Any
unused soil will be placed back into the hole. The attached files
include a summary of the work and figures of the proposed
sampling locations.

Proposal Upload:
Other Permits:
Upload File 1:
Upload File 2:
Upload File 3:
Access Needs:

Signature: | Agree.

The results of this submission may be viewed at:
https://parks.smcgov.org/node/1491/submission/10231
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INDEMNIFICATION AND HOLD HARMLESS AGREEMENT FOR
PERMIT No. SP-SAR-2019-02

It is agreed the Permittee (applicant), CH2M HILL, INC., shall indemnify and hold harmless the
County of San Mateo, its officers, agents and employees (County) from all claims, suits or actions
brought for or on account of injuries to, or death of, any person or damage to property caused by
the Permittee or parties under the control of the Permittee, arising out of Permittee’s activities at
San Bruno Mountain Park, under this Permit, except that arising out of the sole negligence of
County or actions or failures to act by a third-party not under direction or control of the Permittee
as Determined by a court of competent jurisdiction.

Further, it is specifically agreed that Permittee (applicant) takes the property “as is” and shall
indemnify and hold harmless the County, its officers, agents and employees, from all claims suits
or actions of every kind and description brought for or on account of injuries to, or death of, any
employee, subcontractor, or consultant of Permittee or damage to Permittee’s property caused by,
arising out of or in any way connected with Permittee’s activities at San Bruno Mountain Park,
under this Permit.

The duty of permittee to indemnify and hold harmless, as set forth herein shall include the duty
to defend as set forth in section 2778 of California Civil Code.

Permittee (applicant) has general liability insurance in the amount of $1 MILLION per claim and
in the aggregate and agrees to have the County of San Mateo named as an additional insured on
this policy for any and all activities of permittee (applicant) pursuant to permit no. SP-SAR-2019-
02. .

Y

?)77/ H}Aﬂ'\[/

Steve Griswold, CH2M HILL, INC. 11-February-2019

Permittee Signature Date

San Mateo County Parks Department

2017 HOLD HARMLESS | L:\PARKS DEPARTMENT FILES\PARK-WIDE PROGRAMS\Permits\Scientific Permits\Processing Materials







Hi Hannah —

I’'ve attached the updated Hold Harmless form with the agreed upon language which has been signed on
our end. Once we receive the final signed form from you we will forward the insurance certificate. Also |
wanted to follow up on the fee payment — | didn’t receive a receipt from you so wanted to make sure
that the payment was processed.

Also last week the Navy and some other stakeholders took a look at the proposed sampling location and
identified a location that they think will work better. In the “Updated San Bruno Sampling Location” file,
the original location is area “A” —the one that was selected is area “E”. This new location seems to be
within the areas you originally identified for us but please review and let me know if there are any issues
with sampling there.

Also as part of the discussion it was clarified that we should be taking four samples at 6 inch intervals
down to 2 feet at the 25 sample points — previously we were looking at just two samples in that two foot
depth. As we won’t have any unused material to place back within the sample holes, we are looking for
some guidance from you as to what to backfill the borings with. The borings will be roughly 3 inches in
diameter down to 2 feet.

I’'m out of the office Tuesday but will be back on Wednesday and will check in with you then.

Thanks!
John

John R. Hackett, PE, CHP, PMP

Jacobs

Sr Project Manager | Global Environmental Solutions
303.589.7217 mobile

john.hackett@jacobs.com

www.jacobs.com
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were looking for scanning procedures/SOP as well as specific equipment questions
(mounting platform, RS-700 ROI settings, etc.) Would it be worth the having a call with
Navy/Jacobs and agency HPs for this info? They are looking for the information to make sure
they send the same equipment for replication so likely need this sooner than later.

Perma-Fix plans to use the Ludlum Model 44-20 (3 inch by 3 inch Nal detector) listed in
Table 3-3 in Appendix C coupled to an MCA with automated data logging for the gamma
scans. We've requested details from Perma-Fix and will forward them along when they get
back to us.

3. Access Agreement
Do you have a copy of the Access Agreement/Easement for the park? | can ask Liz/Beth as
well. EPA is looking to see if it include oversight agencies in the agreement to allow them
access....

See attached.
Thanks!

V/r,
Paul Stoick, P.E.
Environmental Engineer

Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracomo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Meeting and RTCs
Date: Tuesday, April 02, 2019 15:34:51

Hi Steve,

0Ok, as discussed, I'll cancel the Technical Team call.

Attached are the RTCs to the regulators formal comments on the draft final work plan for your
reference.

Thanks!

Kim

From: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA) <stephen.banister@navy.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, April 2, 2019 3:17 PM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: paul.stoick@navy.mil

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Meeting and RTCs

Kim,
After some discussion with Derek and Thomas, we would like to cancel the meeting next week.

Also, we do not plan to send the RTC’s for the Parcel G WP. | believe | understand the challenge that
this situation creates.

I’'m going to call you now to talk about the future evaluations topic if you have time to discuss.

V/r,
Stephen Banister
619-524-6040

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.










From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA); Bercik, Lisa M.

Cc: Hackett, John/DEN; Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA); Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Pages from Workplan

Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 10:29:23

Hi Paul,

For background, Perma-Fix will be using the Ludlum 44-20 (3x3) Nal detector listed in Table 3-3.
Let us know if you need anything else!

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619272 7209

M 1757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacaobs.
www.jacobs.com

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 10:10 AM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>; Bercik, Lisa M. <lisa.bercik@aptim.com>
Cc: Hackett, John/DEN <John.Hackett@jacobs.com>; Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)
<elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA) <stephen.banister@navy.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: Pages from Workplan

Kim/Lisa,

Kim, for the background, can you assist with the use of equipment for
background study in Lily's questions.

Lisa, for the trench unit and building site survey units, is the equipment
used for the scans specified in the addendum, and if not, can we answer that
question at this point?

I think Lily's question is asking if we are using the same equipment for
background scans as we are for the TU/SU surface scans.

VIr,
Paul

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 9:11 AM

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: Pages from Workplan

Dear Paul,

Thank you for talking yesterday. You show examples for both a Ludlum and a
Bicron scanner. Do you have a sense yet of where/when you would use one vs.
the other? Also, would you expect the work at the trenches and building
site survey units to use the similar approach to compare apples to apples?
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From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 1:51 PM
To: paul.stoick@navy.mil

Subject: FW: Pages from Workplan

Dear Paul,

Thanks for talking this morning. These are the pages where the 11/2 version
gave "examples."” We'll need to see the version with the actual equipment
that will be used.

Thanks!

- Lily

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer.






e Jnca Danele civ
Subject Non-D0D Sou ce] RE_comments on the ok
Monday August 20 2018 14 00 38

Hi Derek
You just missed ORAU and | saved allthe comments on the Technical Tearn site here:

FYSA - Lily says she doesn't have access to above (but | wi | reset her account again now) and | can't seerm to get on her OneDrive to post them for her.

Thanks!
Kim

From: Robinson Derek J CIV NAVFAC HQ BRAC PMO <derek j.robinson1@navy.mil>
Sent: Monday August 20 2018 1:11PM

To: Henderson Kim/SDO <Kimberly. Henderson@jacobs com>

Cc:Janda Danielle L CIV <danielle janda@navy.mil>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] comments on the work plan

HiKim
| want to make sure that you have all of the comments | received on the work plan. Right now | have comments from Steve Castleman Committee to Bridge the Gap Maria Haakon Taylor City DPH (Amy) EPA and DTSC. Do you have all of these comments? Are there any that | missed?

Please create  ile share location and post the comments to them. Regulatory agency members have requested that they see the comments and | would like to send them a link. Thank you!

Best Regards,

Derek . Robinson, PE
BRAC Environmental Coordinator
Navy BRAC PMO West

33000 Nixie Way; Bldg 50

San Diego CA 92147

Desk Phone: 619-524-6026










From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: For Review: 12/17 Technical Team Call Agenda
Date: Tuesday, December 18, 2018 7:31:53

Sounds good, I’ll send the agenda out this morning!

For your meeting this morning, the more I look at and think about the comments, seems like the easiest and fastest
thing to do is prepare a new RTC (not try to revise the old ones as they are voluminous and would be too hard to
track/review) and redlined text or meet real time and make the changes together. If we go the RTC route and they
have additional comments on our responses then we should meet real time.

> On Dec 17, 2018, at 4:35 PM, Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW <paul.stoick@navy.mil> wrote:
>

> Kim,

>

> The agenda looks good to me. 1 think we should still have the call even

> with the limited agenda to gauge when/if EPA is planning to send additional

> comments on the Parcel G Work Plan.

>

> Vi,

> Paul

> From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

> Sent: Monday, December 17, 2018 2:54 PM

> To: Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Banister, Stephen D
> CIV NAVFAC SW <stephen.banister@navy.mil>; Robinson, Derek J CIV NAVFAC HQ,
> BRAC PMO <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Macchiarella, Thomas L JR CIV NAVFAC
> HQ, BRAC PMO <thomas.macchiarella@navy.mil>; Brooks, George P CIV
> <george.brooks@navy.mil>

> Subject: [Non-DoD Source] For Review: 12/17 Technical Team Call Agenda
> Importance: High

>

> Hi All,

>

> Attached is a draft agenda for the Technical Team call planned for tomorrow
> at 10 am PT. Also attached are notes from the previous call.

>

>

>

> Let me know if these are ok to send out or if you have any changes.

>

> Thanks!

>

> Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA

>

> Project Manager

>

>D 1619272 7209

>

>M 1757 513 6632

>

>

>
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> CH2M is now Jacobs.

>
> www.jacobs.com <http://www.jacobs.com/>
>
>
>
>
>
>
>

> NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged

> information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any viewing,
> copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended

> recipients is strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in

> error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message and deleting
> it from your computer.

>

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Janda, Danielle L CIV

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] fact sheet
Date: Friday, August 24, 2018 14:13:26
Hi Danielle,

No rush but I'll need to know how you’d like to respond to EPA Specific Comment 1: "Executive
Summary: The next draft of the Work Plan will receive a great deal of attention from the public.
Laypeople reading it would benefit from a summary that is more understandable to a general
audience, e.g. similar to the fact sheet that the Navy already distributed June 2018 to accompany its
draft Work Plan. EPA recommends that the Navy update its fact sheet to reflect the next draft
version of the Work Plan, distribute that updated fact sheet to the public, and insert the updated
fact sheet into the beginning of the next draft before the Executive Summary.”

The fact sheet is general and can certainly be updated if needed with the draft final. | was thinking
that the draft final would just go to the regulators though and not the public.

Thanks!

Kim

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.



mailto:Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com

mailto:danielle.janda@navy.mil




From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Janda, Danielle L CIV

Cc: Hackett, John/DEN

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] list

Date: Monday, September 17, 2018 13:21:35
Hi Danielle,

Here is a list of items we deferred and/or were thinking Aptim would provide separately:

e Details on scanning instrumentation (ILs, MDCs, how to evaluate the ROIs and gross gamma
windows)

e Process for how soil sorting will be conducted (specific soil sorting configuration including
detectors, MDCs, diversion settings, etc.)

e Process for in situ scanning

e Process for how elevated scan measurements will be investigated and remediated (timing for
backfill)

e Licenses, SOPs, contractor-specific SAP worksheets, and APP/SSHP

As discussed, we can edit the responses/work plan to identify the minimum specs the contractor
should meet and/or let us know if there is anything on the list you’'d like us to coordinate with Aptim
with to include.

Thanks!

Kim

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO (Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com)

Cc: "Bercik, Lisa M."

Subject: FW: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Date: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 7:42:00

aactments: (N
Kim,

Please see attached comments. | was out of office Friday/Monday, and haven’t had a chance to look
in detail, but most of the comments look like one’s we’ve received informally already.

Please start working to draft the RTCs, and let me know if you want to go over any of them.
Thanks!

V/r,
Paul

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 12:00 AM

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Stoick,
Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)
<stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Cc: juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>; Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Fairbanks, Brianna <Fairbanks.Brianna@epa.gov>; Karla Brasaemle
(kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com) <kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com>; Kappelman, David
<Kappelman.David@epa.gov>; Nguyen, Lyndsey <Nguyen.Lyndsey@epa.gov>;
jdawson@techlawinc.com; Singh, Sheetal (CDPH-EMB) <sheetal.singh@cdph.ca.gov>; Reese,
Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Dear Derek, Paul, and Steve,

Attached are final comments on technical details related to the draft final Parcel G Work Plan
version November 2, 2018. Please contact me if you would like to discuss these further. Thank you.

- Lily

Lily Lee

Cleanup Project Manager, Superfund Division
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-8-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-947-4187















From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

To: Henderson. Kim/SDO; Bercik, Lisa M.

Cc: Hackett, John/DEN; Roddy. Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA); Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)
Subject: FW: Pages from Workplan

Date: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 10:10:23

Kim/Lisa,

Kim, for the background, can you assist with the use of equipment for
background study in Lily's questions.

Lisa, for the trench unit and building site survey units, is the equipment
used for the scans specified in the addendum, and if not, can we answer that
question at this point?

I think Lily's question is asking if we are using the same equipment for
background scans as we are for the TU/SU surface scans.

VIr,
Paul

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Tuesday, March 19, 2019 9:11 AM

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>
Subject: [Non-DoD Source] FW: Pages from Workplan

Dear Paul,

Thank you for talking yesterday. You show examples for both a Ludlum and a
Bicron scanner. Do you have a sense yet of where/when you would use one vs.
the other? Also, would you expect the work at the trenches and building
site survey units to use the similar approach to compare apples to apples?

From: LEE, LILY

Sent: Thursday, February 14, 2019 1:51 PM
To: paul.stoick@navy.mil

Subject: FW: Pages from Workplan

Dear Paul,

Thanks for talking this morning. These are the pages where the 11/2 version
gave "examples."” We'll need to see the version with the actual equipment
that will be used.

Thanks!

- Lily










From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

To: LEE. LILY; Bacey. Juanita@DTSC; Low, Tina@Waterboards; Brownell. Amy (DPH)

Cc: Huang, Judy; Reese, Shane@CDPH; Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA); "Egan, Jamie";
Henderson, Kim/SDO; Roddy. Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)

Subject: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs

Date: Monday, May 13, 2019 16:19:30

attachments: [

BCT,

Please see attached RTCs on the HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan. The
RTCs are in response to all comments received (December and April).

| am requesting a response by 5/21 to maintain the scheduled Final document distribution on 5/31.
Please let me know if you have any questions or if | can assist with walking through the responses.
Thank you!!

V/r,

Paul Stoick, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
@ 619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracpomo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb










From: Roddy. Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO

Cc: Larson, Leo M CTR (USA); Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)
Subject: Parcel G RAWP Comments from DTSC

Date: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 16:46:00

Kim,

Would you be able to send me the comment and response related to the DTSC request to
implement the HERO action levels within Parcel G? Thanks!

Very Respectfully,

Liz Roddy

NAVFAC BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

(619) 524-5755
elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil
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From: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)

To: "Henderson, Kim/SDQO"

Cc: Craig Bias (cbias@remwerks.com); Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)
Subject: RE: Comments on Additional Evaluation

Date: Thursday, April 04, 2019 16:14:00

Kim,

Please move forward with the evaluation of the background data. The estimated timeframes seem very reasonable to

me.
Also, everyone at BRAC has reviewed and signed off on the mod. It is headed to contracts.

Vir,
Stephen Banister
619-524-6040

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Sent: Wednesday, April 03, 2019 10:57 AM

To: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA) <stephen.banister@navy mil>

Cc: Craig Bias (chias@remwerks.com) <chias@remwerks.com>; Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)
<paul.stoick@navy mil>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Comments on Additional Evaluation

Hi Steve,

Just following up from yesterday on our conversation regarding the building reference data evaluation.

Craig can apply the "Duplicated Static Data" method in Section 2.3 of the attached to the background data,
summarize the duplicated data from the draft evaluation report and this additional method, then compile a list of all
the building survey units affected by the duplicated data. This would take 1-2 weeks to compile.

Let us know if you'd like us to get started!

Also, we added approximate timeframes in the attached memo for completion of the tasks listed in each section as
we discussed.

Thanks,

Kim





From: Banister, Stephen D CIV NAVFAC SW <stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, January 22, 2019 3:19 PM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: Craig Bias (chias@remwerks.com) <chias@remwerks.com>; Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW
<paul.stoick@navy mil>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] Comments on Additional Evaluation

Kim,

My comments are on the attached version. | spoke with Matt S. and Pat about this before Pat's last day. | included
their input in this version as best as | could and a few other things I thought might be worth looking at more closely.
Based on conversations with Matt and Pat about their meeting with TtEC, we're going to need a lot of help.

VIr,
Stephen Banister

619-524-6040

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the
message and deleting it from your computer.










From: Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW

To: "Henderson, Kim/SDO"

Cc: "Hackett, John/DEN"

Subject: RE: Draft Parcel G Work Plan RTCs
Date: Wednesday, January 02, 2019 10:11:00
Kim,

Would it be possible to proceed with getting a red-line final WP based on
the RTCs for internal Navy review by the end of the week? It would be a
red-line change from the Draft Final.

If not the end of this week, could you give me an estimate? We're also
trying to figure out how to move forward with the EPA furlough.

Happy New Year!

Vir,

Paul Stoick, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
B 619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracpmo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW

Sent: Friday, December 28, 2018 10:12 AM

To: 'Henderson, Kim/SDO" <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>
Cc: Hackett, John/DEN <John.Hackett@jacobs.com>

Subject: RE: Draft Parcel G Work Plan RTCs

Kim,

Attached my comments on the RTCs. I'll be on leave Monday/Tuesday. Let's
discuss next year (Wednesday) when you have a chance. So starts the new
year puns. :-)

Thanks!

Vir,

Paul Stoick, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
B 619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way
Bldg 50, 2nd Floor
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San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracpmo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 20, 2018 4:11 PM

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV NAVFAC SW <paul.stoick@navy.mil>
Cc: Hackett, John/DEN <John.Hackett@jacobs.com>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] Draft Parcel G Work Plan RTCs

Hi Paul,

Attached are the draft RTCs for the Parcel G work plan comments. Let us
know if you need anything else.

Thanks!

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619 272 7209

M 1757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacobs.

www.jacobs.com <http://www.jacobs.com/>

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged
information that is for the sole use of the intended recipient. Any
viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by
unintended recipients is strictly prohibited. If you have received this
message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA)

To: Bercik, Lisa M.; Henderson, Kim/SDO

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA); Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA); Hackett, John/DEN
Subject: RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs
Date: Thursday, May 30, 2019 15:58:26

I think that the third comment response is not complete.

Do we want to send them all of the energy lines? Maybe we need to be specific about the progeny
energy peaks and which compounds they represent?

From: Bercik, Lisa M. <lisa.bercik@aptim.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 3:51 PM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW
SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>; Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)
<elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Hackett, John/DEN <John.Hackett@jacobs.com>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan RTCs

Hi Kim —We added our responses to the comments. Please let me know if you need further
explanation or want to discuss.

Thanks,
Lisa

Lisa Bercik, PE, QSD, QSP
Project Manager

| Project Management

619 446 4508
619 213 3389
lisa.bercik@aptim.com

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 9:03 AM

To: Bercik, Lisa M. <lisa.bercik@aptim.com>

Cc: paul.stoick@navy.mil; Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA)
<derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Liz Roddy <elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Hackett, John/DEN
<John.Hackett@jacobs.com>

Subject: FW: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs
Importance: High

EXTERNAL SENDER
Hi Lisa,
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We received EPA comments on our most recent set of work plan RTCs and need a bit of help from
you on a few. Please see the attached word file where | pared the comments down to just the ones
we need your input on. If it’s easier to just talk through them with me, that works, give me a call!

Thanks,

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619 2727209

M 1757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacobs.

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, May 24, 2019 12:08 AM

To: paul.stoick@navy.mil; juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; tina.low@waterboards.ca.gov; Brownell, Amy
(DPH) <amy.brownell@sfdph.org>

Cc: Huang, Judy <Huang.Judy@epa.gov>; Reese, Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>;
Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Egan, Jamie
<Jamie.Egan@jacobs.com>; Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>; Liz Roddy
<elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>; Karla Brasaemle (kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com)
<kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com>; [dawson@techlawinc.com; Kappelman, David

<Kappelman.David@epa.gov>; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work

Plan RTCs

Dear Paul,

Thank you for providing the attached RTCs on the HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan. Attached is EPA’s review of these comments. Please note the following:

1. Because reference background sampling, which is outside Parcel G, is a priority, to avoid
unnecessary delay of field work, EPA’s initial review has focused on the portions of the RTCs
relevant to that work. These are highlighted in yellow in the attachment. We have also made
an effort to give preliminary comments now that also address the later work in Parcel G for
soil and buildings. However, further comments about Parcel G work may be sent later to
supplement this set of comments.

2. Because a revised document was not provided to EPA yet, we understand from an email from
Derek Robinson on May 14, 2019, and from a verbal discussion at a Navy conference call the
same day that the Navy will first review these EPA comments and then next provide pages of
the revised Parcel G Work Plan text reflecting the incorporation of the RTCs. As we stated
earlier, EPA will review the forthcoming revised text relevant to reference background to
confirm resolution of comments and then consider partial approval of the Work Plan for soil
reference background testing.
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Please contact me at 415-947-4187 if you would like to discuss any of these comments further.
- Lily

From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil

Sent: Monday, May 13, 2019 4:19 PM

To: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>; juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; tina.low@waterboards.ca.gov;
Brownell, Amy (DPH) <amy.brownell@sfdph.org>

Cc: Huang, Judy <Huang.Judy@epa.gov>; Reese, Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>;
Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; 'Egan, Jamie'
<Jamie.Egan@jacobs.com>; Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>; Roddy,
Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA) <glizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>

Subject: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs

BCT,

Please see attached RTCs on the HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan. The
RTCs are in response to all comments received (December and April).

| am requesting a response by 5/21 to maintain the scheduled Final document distribution on 5/31.
Please let me know if you have any questions or if | can assist with walking through the responses.
Thank you!!

v/r,

Paul Stoick, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracomo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA)

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

Subject: RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work Plan RTCs
Date: Thursday, May 30, 2019 8:42:52

Great, please call me on my cell phone.

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 8:38 AM

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan RTCs

Hi Derek,
| am available at 3 PM so will give you a call then!
Kim

From: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>

Sent: Thursday, May 30, 2019 6:31 AM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: paul.stoick@navy.mil

Subject: [EXTERNAL] RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation Work
Plan RTCs

Hi Kim, can you talk today at 1pm? | am also available at 2 or 3pm. Thanks, Derek

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 9:34 AM

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan RTCs

Hi Derek,
The updated RTCs are attached and the newest comments and responses start on the bottom of
page 15. There are 3 that may need input from Aptim and | noted them with comments.

Also attached are the updated redlined text files for the work plan documents (Parcel G work plan,
background work plan, and SAP). For the SAP, | included highlighted yellow comments on the
changes that were newly made since all the other redlines were included in the version the Navy
chemist signed already so | just need to keep track of those somehow (I can remove them if
needed).





Take a look and let me know if you'd like to discuss. You can reach me at 757-513-6632 today.
Thanks!

Kim

From: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>
Sent: Tuesday, May 28, 2019 7:01 AM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Subject: [EXTERNAL] FW: EPA Comments RE: HPNS Draft Final Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation
Work Plan RTCs

Hi Kim,
Paul is out this week.

After you have time to look at these comments, please give me a call to discuss.

Derek
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From: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA)

To: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA); Hackett, John/DEN

Cc: Henderson, Kim/SDO (Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com); Stoick, Paul T CIV_ USN (USA); Janda, Danielle L CIV
USN (USA); Daniel.Cohen@jacobs.com

Subject: RE: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Date: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 13:30:04

Thanks for the input Steve!

| agree with what you are saying, but have a different understanding of how we would move
forward.

Send RTCs (background RTCs will be ready at the same time.)
Navy finalizes the work plan (EPA will send separate concurrence for each portion)
Finalize the addendum (normal concurrence)

AN e

Maybe change pages (or other) will be needed to update sections of the work plan. Maybe
not.

This allows us to finalize the document and conduct work in accordance with a finalized document.
Changes, if needed, can be completed later. No need to concede anything in the WP. Background
proceeds with identical timeline to the other plan.

Unless someone else has comments, please proceed with the plan as | described.

Derek

From: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA) <stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 12:07 PM

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinsonl@navy.mil>; Hackett,
John/DEN <John.Hackett@ch2m.com>

Cc: Henderson, Kim/SDO (Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com) <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>;
Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Janda, Danielle L CIV USN (USA)
<danielle.janda@navy.mil>; Daniel.Cohen@jacobs.com

Subject: RE: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Derek,

I think the primary reason to respond to EPA’s request to address background comments would be
to start fieldwork a full month earlier. | don’t think we anticipate concurrence on the building or soil
portion with full RTCs. | believe procedurally that concurrence would come from follow on
documents to the G WP which will evaluate the current RGs.

As we know from the schedules, this would reduce the impacts for ALL other work.

In our pre-S3 meeting with APTIM yesterday, we confirmed that background work has not started.
They assumed that we would not have sent the addendum in draft form without also finalizing the
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Parcel G WP simultaneously.

| see this as an opportunity to move forward with fieldwork and avoid conceding anything on the
WP.

V/r,
Stephen Banister P.G.
619-524-6040

From: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 11:26 AM

To: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA) <stephen.banister@navy.mil>; Hackett, John/DEN
<John.Hackett@ch2m.com>

Cc: Henderson, Kim/SDO (Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com) <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>;
Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Janda, Danielle L CIV USN (USA)
<danielle.janda@navy.mil>; Daniel.Cohen@jacobs.com

Subject: RE: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Thanks to everyone for continuing to move these forward.

After a discussion with Lawrence this morning, we do not want to separate out the background
RTCs. Itisimportant to have a final work plan before doing anything in the field. This means that we
have to complete RTCs for all the comments concurrently and finalize the work plan. EPA can give
us their concurrence separately on different components of the work plan, if that is what they want
to do.

Please let me know if there are good reasons to do this differently. If so, we would need to talk with
LL first.

Derek

From: Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA) <stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Sent: Tuesday, April 30, 2019 10:05 AM

To: Hackett, John/DEN <John.Hackett@ch2m.com>

Cc: Henderson, Kim/SDO (Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com) <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>;
Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA
(USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>; Janda, Danielle L CIV USN (USA) <danielle.janda@navy.mil>;
Daniel.Cohen@jacobs.com

Subject: FW: EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan





John,

I just spoke with Lily on the phone. She said that if we provide clarification on the background issues
in the attached letter and provide a description of specific gamma walkover instruments, that EPA
would provide concurrence to move forward with background. Will you and Kim please work on
responses to number 6,10, 11, 12 and the instrument info request?

| realize much of this may be duplicated effort and information, but I'm hoping that we can use this
informal opportunity to move forward on the project.

I will be at the APTIM office for the S3 presentation at 1pm, but will be around otherwise if you
would like to discuss more.

V/r,
Stephen Banister P.G.
619-524-6040

From: LEE, LILY <LEE.LILY@EPA.GOV>

Sent: Friday, April 26, 2019 12:00 AM

To: Robinson, Derek J CIV USN NAVFAC SW SAN CA (USA) <derek.j.robinson1@navy.mil>; Stoick,
Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Banister, Stephen D CIV USN (USA)
<stephen.banister@navy.mil>

Cc: juanita.bacey@dtsc.ca.gov; Chesnutt, John <Chesnutt.John@epa.gov>; Sanchez, Yolanda
<Sanchez.Yolanda@epa.gov>; Fairbanks, Brianna <Fairbanks.Brianna@epa.gov>; Karla Brasaemle
(kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com) <kbrasaemle@techlawinc.com>; Kappelman, David
<Kappelman.David@epa.gov>; Nguyen, Lyndsey <Nguyen.Lyndsey@epa.gov>;
jdawson@techlawinc.com; Singh, Sheetal (CDPH-EMB) <sheetal.singh@cdph.ca.gov>; Reese,
Shane@CDPH <shane.reese@cdph.ca.gov>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] EPA comments on technical details in Parcel G draft final Work Plan

Dear Derek, Paul, and Steve,

Attached are final comments on technical details related to the draft final Parcel G Work Plan
version November 2, 2018. Please contact me if you would like to discuss these further. Thank you.

- Lily





Lily Lee

Cleanup Project Manager, Superfund Division
US Environmental Protection Agency, Region 9
75 Hawthorne St. (SFD-8-3)

San Francisco, CA 94105

415-947-4187






From: Roddy. Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA); Janda, Danielle L CIV USN (USA)
Subject: RE: Parcel G WPA Comments from Regulators

Date: Thursday, June 06, 2019 16:21:00

Thanks Kim,

| appreciate the support and the quick turn around!
Very Respectfully,

Liz Roddy

Environmental Engineer Support ||
Contracted Technical Support
NAVFAC BRAC PMO West

33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

(619) 524-5755
elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil

From: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Sent: Thursday, June 6, 2019 3:23 PM

To: Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA) <elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>

Cc: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA) <paul.stoick@navy.mil>; Janda, Danielle L CIV USN (USA)
<danielle.janda@navy.mil>

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] RE: Parcel G WPA Comments from Regulators

Hi Liz,
Please see the attached comment bubbles in the SFDPH and EPA comment files to reflect
similar/related comments and responses. | did not see anything similar in DTSC comments.

Thanks!

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619 272 7209

M 1757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacobs.

From: Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA) <elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil>

Sent: Thursday, June 6, 2019 12:34 PM

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO <Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com>

Cc: paul.stoick@navy.mil; Janda, Danielle L CIV USN (USA) <danielle.janda@navy.mil>
Subject: [EXTERNAL] Parcel G WPA Comments from Regulators



mailto:elizabeth.roddy@navy.mil

mailto:Kimberly.Henderson@jacobs.com
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http://www.jacobs.com/



Kim,

Attached are the comments, received to date, on the Parcel G WPA. In an effort to remain consistent
with responses, can you please review the comments from EPA, DTSC, and SFDPH to see if any of
their comments are similar to those received on the Parent Work Plan. If so, we will need to
coordinate to ensure APTIM’s responses remain consistent with the language in the parent work
plan RTC tables.

Please let Paul or | know if you have any questions. | will be out June 7t — 18 5o Paul will be
coordinating the WPA during my absence. Please keep me cc’d on all correspondence.

Very Respectfully,

Liz Roddy

Environmental Engineer Support Il
Contracted Technical Support
NAVFAC BRAC PMO West

33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

(619) 524-5755

elizabeth.roddy.ctr@navy.mil

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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From: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

To: Henderson, Kim/SDO

Cc: Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)
Subject: Random Task - HPNS WP Comments -
Date: Thursday, June 27, 2019 12:54:17
Kim,

Random * non-urgent * task, but when you have a chance could Jacobs highlight and identify all

comments and responses regarding_ detection/scanning limitations on the
Work Plan? Just need to distill down that outstanding issue, and trying to find all of the back and
forth on it.

Not a priority, but hopefully it’s a quick task.
Thanks!

v/r,

Paul Stoick, P.E.

Environmental Engineer

Remedial Project Manager - Hunters Point
@ 619-524-6041 | paul.stoick@navy.mil

NAVFAC Southwest - Navy BRAC PMO West
33000 Nixie Way

Bldg 50, 2nd Floor

San Diego, CA 92147

https://bracomo.navy.mil/ | http://www.navfac.navy.mil/go/erb










From: Henderson, Kim/SDO

To: Stoick, Paul T CIV USN (USA)

Cc: Roddy, Elizabeth A CTR USN (USA)

Subject: [Non-DoD Source] APP-SSHP FCR

Date: Thursday, July 25, 2019 8:58:12

Attachments: CH2M Field Change Request HPNS APP #1Prepartory Phase.pdf
Hi Paul,

The Field Change Request for the APP-SSHP is attached and the first page summarizes the updates.
Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks!

Kim Henderson, PG, LEED GA
Project Manager

D 1619 272 7209

M 1 757 513 6632

CH2M is now Jacobs.
402 W. Broadway, Suite 1450
San Diego, CA 92101

NOTICE - This communication may contain confidential and privileged information that is for the sole use of the
intended recipient. Any viewing, copying or distribution of, or reliance on this message by unintended recipients is
strictly prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify us immediately by replying to the message
and deleting it from your computer.
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CMM' Health and Safety Field Change Request (FCR)

Date of Change: 7/19/2019

FCR No. (assigned by RHSM): 1

Applicable Health and Safety Plan Title: FINAL ACCIDENT PREVENTION PLAN
Parcel G Removal Site Evaluation FORMER HUNTERS POINT NAVAL SHIPYARD

Project

684353CH Project Location: San Francisco, CA
Number:

Subject of Change: Providing APP-SSHP preparatory phase information, including SSHO and alternate
SSHO, subcontractor names, additional off-site field project location and minor electrical work for office
trailer connection. Adding recent Jacobs HSE program changes.

Recommended Changes:

A. Updating SSHO: Kevin Smallwood - OSHA 30 HR, resume and HSE training history attached. Alternate SSHOs (for
non-intrusive tasks): Mike Witmer, resume and HSE training history attached. Chuck Dougherty is Field Team Leader.

B. Add subcontractor names:
¢ Drilling —ABC Liovin
¢ Utility Locate —Norcal Geophysics
¢ Land Surveying —Calvada
¢ IDW —MP Environmental
¢ Air monitoring —Stockton
¢ Electrical (office connection) — To Be Determined
Note: Subcontractor AHAs will be sent to Navy RPM for review as they are received.

C. Add additional off-site project location at San Bruno Mountain State Park per FCR. Figures are provided in the FCR
and route to nearest hospital will be added to figures in the field. Biological hazards including, poison oak, ticks and
snakes may be present and are addressed in the SSHP and site recon AHA. Additionally, an updated poison oak fact
sheet is attached to address potential poisonous plant hazards.

D. Add minor electrical work to scope for office trailer electrical connection. Electrical safety and LOTO requirements
are provided below. Subcontractor electrician AHA and qualifications will be sent to the Navy RPM for review.

E. Adding 2019 Jacobs HSE Updates, including SOR, Stepback, ADT, Workcare, Global Assistance and Response:
®  Workcare injury case management replaces Jacobscare (requirements below)
e Safety Observation Report replaces Safe Behavior Observation (requirements below, form attached)
Adding Stepback as supplement to PTSP (requirements below, posting attached)
e ADT driver safety evaluation and training replaces Smith System (requirements below)
* Intro to Beyond Zero Training required for all project staff

e (CH2M Serious Incident Reporting Number replace with Global Assistance and Response Hotline 1-443-221-6281

Reason for Change:
Adding APP/SSHP preparatory phase elements and Jacobs 2019 HSE Updates.

Submitted Loren Kaehn Company: CH2M Date: 7/19/2019
by:

Review & Acceptance:








Project Kim Henderson Date: 7/25/2019

Manager: (Al L 0, dgtp—

Health & Safety  Loren Kaehn Date: 7/19/2019

Megr: [n

Environmental NA Date: NA

Manager:

Distribution:

1. Field staff 2.SSHO 3. RPM/FEAD/ROICC 4,
S. 6. 7. 8.

File Copies: Project File








AdvanceOnline Solutions Online Institute

has met the online course completion requirements for

OSHA 30-Hour Construction Safety

This student has completed the formal instruction for the 30-Hour Construction Outreach Program. Topics covered in
this program were Introduction to OSHA, Managing Safety and Health, Struck-by and Caught-In or Between Hazards,
Personal Protective Equipment, Hearing Conservation, Respiratory Protection, Lead and; Crystalline Silica, Asbestos,
GHS Hazard Communication, Electrical Safety, Hand and Power Tools, Fall Protectionf Ladder Safety, Excavations,
Scaffolds, Crane Safety, Heavy Equipment, Forklift Safety, Materials Handling, Permit-Required Confined Spaces, Fire
Safety, Welding and Cutting, Concrete and Masonry, Steel Erection, and Ergonomics.

Course ID A0310
Certificate ID 6745 1652202
Instructor Rick Gleason

Advance Online








KEVIN G. SMALLWOOD

PROJECT MANAGER

ADVANCED RADIOACTIVE & MIXED WASTE SHIPPER
ANALYTICAL LABORATORY MANAGER

EDUCATION (HIGHLITES)
Certified: Northeast Utilities Exam;
Recertified: OSHA Hazardous Materials Worker (8 hour Refresh);
Certified: Advanced Mixed Waste Packaging, Transportation, and Disposal (49CFRsubpart H),
Certified: NRRPT (National Registry of Radiation Protection Technologists);
Certified: DOE RCT (Radiological Control Technician);
Certified: Germanium and Nal Spectroscopy Specialist;
Certified: U.M.T.R.A. Project Assistant Radioactive Materials Broker; _
Senior Radiological Control Course; -

52 (SH) in Science and Computer Science Courses;
United States Army Certified Nuclear, Biological & Chemical Specialist; -
Electronics Program, |

WORK EXPERIENCE
2017 to Present: Jacobs (Formally CH2M)

Project Manager, Radiological Operations Field Manager, Site Safety & Health Officer (SSHO)
Responsibilities: Project Manager for various radiological projects. Manage field radiological operations. For the Radiological Services Group

2009 to 2017: Perma-Fix (Safety & Ecology Corp.)

Project Manager, RSO, Certified Advanced Mixed Low-Level Waste shipper

Responsibilities: Project Manager for various decommissioning projects. Manage the onsite Radiological, Safety, QA, IH, Waste, Shipping, NTS Certification,
and Regulatory Compliance departments. Over 300,000 safe worked hours without any reportable injuries.

2005 to 2007: Eberline Services, Inc. Idaho National Laboratory (INL) and other projects

Senior NDA Scientist / Team Lead, Gamma Spectroscopy Specialist, Analytical Laboratory Consultant

Responsibilities: Assess, advise, and provide training on operations, protocols and instrument selection for radiological laboratories, Perform NDA gamma
spectroscopy measurements for the Advanced Retrieval Project. Perform instrument calibration and maintenance. Perform QA reviews of field data. Perform
data analysis of Spectra including Fissile Gram Equivalents (FGE) calculation & TRU determination. NDA services as needed to support other contracts.

2006 to 2009: MI SWACO (2006-2007), AES Drilling Fluids Denver, CO (2007-2009).
Fluids Engineer
Responsibilities: Assigned as a Fluids Engineer in support of Natural gas & Oil drilling projects within the Rocky Mountain region.

2006: Battelle Inc. Moab, UT. Site

RCT and Health/Safety Supervisor

Responsibilities: Assigned to provide radiological, and Health/Safety support for the Moab, UT. Remediation. Operate. Calibrate, & maintain Assorted
Radiological instrumentation. Maintain the site radiological air sample program and database. Emergency response duties as needed.

2004 to 2005: Envirocon Inc. GTE/OSI Long Island, NY. Site

Air Sample Program Supervisor, NDA/Gamma Spectroscopy Specialist

Responsibilities: Operate, calibrate, & maintain 3 HPGe systems & Asst. Lab equipment. Supervise the site radiological air sample program and database.
Generate and, or review all air monitoring regulatory reports. RCT & Emergency response duties as needed.

2001 to 2004: Bartlett Nuclear Services Inc. Rocky Flats Environmental Technologies Site

Radiological Control Technician, Radiological Emergency Response Team Lead

Responsibilities:  Assigned to provide radiological support for waste operations and MARSSIM surveys: (SCBA Emergency response operations,
Decontamination, Isotope identification, Drum Repack, Head Space Gas Sampling, C-Cell & PermaCon Operations, Load and Ship Type B Tru-Pack II Special
Nuclear Material Shipping Vessels), Perform acceptance and release surveys on Transuranic (TRU) waste & Pipe Overpack Component (POC) destined for the
Waste Isolation Pilot Project (WIPP). Member of the site, numerous building & the LLW Storage Area Emergency Response Teams.

2000 to 2001: Millennium Services Inc. Assorted sites including, Rocky Flats Environmental Technologies Site

Team Lead, Final and characterization Survey Technician
Responsibilities: Evaluate radiological detection systems, Perform o, B, y FSS & characterization surveys of Operational & Decommissioned Buildings.

1999 to 2000: Waste Control Specialists LLC. Andrews, TX. Radioactive & Mixed Waste Processing, Storage/Disposal Facility

Nuclear Waste Acceptance Supervisor/Broker, RCT Training Coordinator, NDA/Gamma Spectroscopy Specialist

Responsibilities: Prepare and/or approve all Radioactive Material transfers. Complete NRC Uniform Low-Level Radioactive Waste Manifests, Determine Waste
class and shipping methods. Track/maintain Radioactive Materials inventories. Ensure compliance with Federal and State licenses. Design and implement an
RCT training program. Emergency response team. Perform Analytical Lab & RCT duties as needed. Supervise all radioactive material transfers.

1991 to 1999: Chem Nuclear/Waste Management Nuclear Services Uranium Mill Tailings Remedial Action (UMTRA) (6 Sites)

Health Physics Supervisor, Health Physics Training Specialist, NDA/Gamma Spectroscopy Specialist

Responsibilities: Supervise site radiological program, provide radiological training to all personnel, Conduct field analytical laboratory training, insure
compliance with applicable government regulations; operate, calibrate, and maintain HPGe & Nal Gamma Spec. systems, and asst. laboratory equipment. Perform
field operations. Spill response team lead. Perform Environmental and Occupational air and water monitoring, Prepare and ship Radioactive Materials.

1985 to 1991: U.S. Army

Europe & White Sands Missile Range, New Mexico (Test and Evaluation Command)

Responsibilities: Test and Evaluate new and modified missile systems. Assigned as the unit NBC (Nuclear Biological Chemical) Non Commissioned Officer
(NCO) for a 120-person unit in West Germany, Performed unit, direct, general and depot level support maintenance on the HAWK Missile System.







HandS Training History Report

Smallwood, Kevin/DEN

3R Munitions Safety Awareness Training (T261)

40-Hour Hazardous Waste (T114)

40-Hour Hazardous Waste - On Job Training (OJT) (T358)
8-Hour Hazardous Waste Refresher Training (T113)
AED Training 2 year (T195)

Annual HSE Program Review and Target Zero Recommit
IATS’E)’:;s’t’E)s Awareness (T447)

Awareness Training: Environmental Program (T189)
Behavior Based Loss Prevention System (BBLPS) (T178)
Bloodborne Pathogens (T449)

CH2M Cal-OSHA Heat Stress lliness Prevention (T2286)
Confined Space Entry 2015 Update (T2154)

CPR 2 Year (T116)

Dangerous Goods Shipping (T454)

Drum Handling (T92)

Ergonomics Awareness (T122)

Excavation Safety Training (T121)

Fire Extinguishers (T94)

Hazard Communication (T455)

HSE Employee Commitment Statement (T353)
Introduction to Beyond Zero Training (T2388)

lonizing Radiation (T99)

Lead (T106)

Manual Lifting (T124)

Medical Services First Aid 2yr (T131)

21-AUG-2017
27-FEB-1992
28-JUL-2017
21-MAR-2019
14-JAN-2019
8-JUN-2017
22-0CT-2017
21-MAR-2019
21-AUG-2017
21-AUG-2018
22-0CT-2017
21-MAR-2019
14-JAN-2019
21-DEC-2018
21-AUG-2017
8-JUN-2017
22-0CT-2017
21-AUG-2018
8-JUN-2017
8-JUN-2017
13-JUL-2018
25-JUL-2017
22-0CT-2017
22-0CT-2017
14-JAN-2019

Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass

Pass

Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active

Active

1 No
40 Yes
24 Yes

8 Yes

1 Yes

1 No

1 No

1 Yes

1 No

1 No

1 No

1 Yes

4 Yes

1 No

1 No

1 Yes

2 No

1 No

1 Yes

0 Yes
2.5 Yes

1 No

1 No

1 No

4 Yes

No Expiration
12
No Expiration
12
24
12
12
No Expiration
No Expiration
12
No Expiration
No Expiration
24
24
No Expiration
No Expiration
No Expiration
12
No Expiration
No Expiration
No Expiration
No Expiration
12
No Expiration

24

DEN

DEN

DEN







New Employee Safety Orientation (T456)

Noise / Hearing Conservation (T104)

Personal Protective Equipment (T107)

Remediation Waste Management (T370)

Respirators: Level C (T110)

Safety Coordinator - Hazardous Waste (T119)

Safety Coordinator - SCC/SCHW Online Refresher (T2264)
Safety Coordinator - SCC/SCHW Skype Refresh (20f2)

/T110)\

Safety Coordinator - SCC/SCHW Skype Refresh (20f2)

[Ta1oN\

Safety Coordinator Initial (T132)
Waste Management (T163)

8-JUN-2017

22-0CT-2017
21-MAR-2019
21-MAR-2019
21-MAR-2019
23-AUG-2017
23-AUG-2017
23-AUG-2017
23-AUG-2017
21-AUG-2017
21-MAR-2019

Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass
Pass

Pass

Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active
Active

Active

1 Yes
1 No
1 Yes
1 Yes
1 Yes
8 Yes
1 Yes
3 Yes
3 Yes
4 No
2 Yes

No Expiration
12
No Expiration
12
12
No Expiration
36
36
36
No Expiration

12

DEN
DEN
DEN

DEN







+ American
\/ Red Cross

Kevin Smallwood

has successfully completed requirements for

Adult and Pediatric First Aid/CPR/AED: valid 2 Years

Date Completed: S} i =]

conducted by: American Red Cross

Instructor: Brenda Hatch [=]

ID: GX4016
Scan code or visit:
redcross.org/confirm








Michael D Witmer, EIT

Radiation Health Physicist, Nuclear Engineer, Environmental Engineer

Education

M.S., Environmental Engineering (focus in Environmental Radiochemistry)
B.S., Civil Engineering

Relevant Experience

Mr. Witmer is a junior environmental and nuclear engineer with CH2M HILL’s Environmental
and Nuclear Business Group in Virginia Beach, Virginia. He has an educational background in
civil and environmental engineering and environmental radiological health physics and
radiochemistry. His work for CH2M HILL has primarily been providing support for large
complex radiological projects primarily in California, New Mexico, Virginia, and Washington
DC. Additionally, he has supported other environmental and radiological investigations
through field work and reporting.

Representative Projects

Project Radiological Health Physicist; Naval Research Laboratory, Washington, D.C and
Naval Support Facility Dahlgren Division. Radiological researcher for the historical
radiological assessments of the Naval Research Laboratory in Washington, D.C and the Naval
Support Facility Dahlgren Division in Dahlgren, VA. Primary tasks are to prepare the
assessment through site visits, the review of documents related to the site, and interviews with
current and former personnel. The projects include review and understanding of over 100 years
of radiological operations at laboratories, gun ranges, and facilities that provide research,
development, test and evaluation, analysis, systems engineering, integration and certification of
complex naval warfare systems. Knowledge of radiological processes and operations are used to
make decisions regarding the potential impact of former activities at the site and provide
recommendations for any necessary further investigation or remedial action.

Project Radiological Health Physicist; Hunters Point Naval Shipyard. Radiological health
physicist for an evaluation of radiological surface water and sediment samples collected from
underwater areas at a portion of Hunters Point Naval Shipyard in San Francisco, California.
Primary tasks included analyzing radiological data used to perform the statistics, risk
assessments and assisting in preparation of project deliverables following the state requirements
and MARSSIM guidance. Radiological commodities discarded into underwater areas was also
evaluated.

Project Radiological Health Physicist; Santa Susana Field Laboratory, NASA. Radiological
health physicist assisting with the preparation of a data summary report of radiological data
from the Santa Susana Field Laboratory in Ventura County, California. Primary tasks included
data evaluations of soil, surface water, sediment, stormwater, and groundwater radiological
data for 31 radionuclides that was used in preparation of project deliverables.







Project Radiological Health Physicist; Ruby Mines. Radiological health physicist for the
environmental characterization of former underground uranium mines in McKinley County,
New Mexico. Primary task was assisting with Phase 3 of the project, which included
performing MARSSIM data correlations using ProUCL to analyze data from radiation walk
over surveys and soil measurements and identifying the extent of soil and sediment
contamination from Naturally Occurring Radioactive Material.

Project Radiological Health Physicist; McClellan Air Force Base. Radiological health physicist
assisting with preparation of the final status survey of a radiologically contaminated site at
McClellan Air Force Base in Sacramento County, California. Primary tasks included preparing
responses to regulator comments and completing project deliverables.

Additional Projects

Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis; Yorktown Cheatham Annex. Lead author of
the Engineering Evaluation/Cost Analysis for the AOC 8 at the Cheatham Annex at
NWS Yorktown.

Data Collector; Vieques, Puerto Rico. Field support assisting with digital geophysical
mapping survey in support of a munitions response project in Vieques, Puerto Rico. Primary
tasks included collecting data using an EM61.

Field Staff; Naval Submarine Base New London. Field staff assisting in the waste
characterization sampling at the Naval Submarine Base New London, Groton, CT. Primary
tasks included collection of sediment samples.

Field Staff; Naval Support Facility Indian Head. Field staff assisting with quarterly sampling
event at the Naval Support Facility, Indian Head, Maryland. Primary tasks included collection
of groundwater samples.

Data Collector; Tobyhanna Artillery Range Formerly Used Defense Site. Field support
assisting with data collection in support of a Munitions Response Live Site Demonstration at the
Tobyhanna Artillery Range Formerly Used Defense Site, Tobyhanna, PA. Primary tasks
included collecting data using a TEMTADs 2x2.

Experience Prior to CH2M HILL

Prior to joining CH2M HILL, Mr. Witmer was a research associate. He investigated the use of
sorbents for removal of radionuclides from contaminated water, supervised research team
members, graduate students and post-doctoral fellows, and assisted in preparing technical
manuscripts for publication. His master’s degree was in environmental engineering with a
concentration in environmental health physics and radiochemistry and his research was
focused on an intermediate field study of radionuclide transport in the unsaturated zone.

Professional Organizations

American Health Physics Society, 2015 - present







Publications and Presentations

Davis, Kathleen; Qi, Bin; Witmer, Michael; Kitchens, Christopher L; Powell, Brian A.; Mefford,
O. Thompson. Quantitative Measurement of Ligand Exchange on Iron Oxide
Nanoparticles via Radiolabeled Oleic Acid. Langmuir, 2014, 30 (36), pp 10918-10925.

Witmer, Michael; Kaplan, Daniel I.; Molz, Fred; Powell, Brian A. An Examination of ¥Tc
Behavior in the Vadose Zone Using Field Lysimeters. In preparation.

“Examination of Radionuclide Transport in the Vadose Zone Using Field Lysimeters”. 125t
Annual Meeting of the Geological Society of America, 30 October, 2013.

Certifications

8-Hour HAZWOPER refresher training, 2016-present
40-Hour HAZWOPER training, 2015

First Aid CPR/AED, 2015-present

Pennsylvania Engineer in Training (EIT), April 2010

Supplemental Information

CH2M HILL Hire Date: 01 /2015
Years of Experience Prior to CH2M HILL: 1







HandS Training History Report

Witmer, Michael/VBO

v | | | [/ | | |

3R Munitions Safety Awareness Training (T261) 3-AUG-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
40-Hour Hazardous Waste (T114) 27-MAR-2015 Pass Active 40 Yes (12
40-Hour Hazardous Waste - On Job Training (OJT) (T358) 15-AUG-2015 Pass Active 24 Yes No Expiration
8-Hour Hazardous Waste Refresher Training (T113) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 8 Yes 12
8-Hour Hazardous Waste Supervision Training (T115) 13-MAY-2016 Pass Active 8 Yes No Expiration
AED Training 2 year (T195) 30-JAN-2018 Pass Active 1Yes 24
Annual HSE Program Review and Target Zero Recommit 12-JUN-2017 Pass Active 1No 12
Awareness Training: Environmental Program (T189) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration
Bloodborne Pathogens (T449) 11-JUN-2019 Pass Active 1No 12
Confined Space Entry 2015 Update (T2154) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration
CPR 2 Year (T116) 30-JAN-2018 Pass Active 4 Yes 24
Dangerous Goods Shipping (T454) 3-MAY-2018 Pass Active 1No 24
E&N Market HSSE Target Zero Chartering (T1693) 12-JUL-2017 Pass Active 2 Yes | No Expiration
Ergonomics Awareness (T122) 19-JAN-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Fire Extinguishers (T94) 11-JUN-2019 Pass Active 1No 12
Globally Harmonized System (GHS) (T1209) 30-MAR-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Hazard Communication (T455) 19-JAN-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
HSE Employee Commitment Statement (T353) 19-JAN-2015 Pass Active 0/No No Expiration
Introduction to Beyond Zero Training (T2388) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 2.5 Yes No Expiration
lonizing Radiation (T99) 20-JAN-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Manual Lifting (T124) 19-JAN-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Medical Services First Aid 2yr (T131) 30-JAN-2018 Pass Active 4 Yes 24
New Employee Safety Orientation (T456) 19-JAN-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Personal Protective Equipment (T107) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration
Remediation Waste Management (T370) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 1Yes 12
Respirable Silica Awareness Training (T231) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration
Respirators: Level C (T110) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 1Yes 12
Safe Behavior Observation Training (T311) 16-APR-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Safety Coordinator - Hazardous Waste (T119) 13-MAY-2016 Pass Active 8 Yes | No Expiration
Safety Coordinator - SCC/SCHW Online Refresher (T2264) 13-MAY-2016 Pass Active 1Yes 36
Safety Coordinator - SCC/SCHW Skype Refresh (20f2) (T118) 13-MAY-2016 Pass Active 3Yes 36
Safety Coordinator - SCC/SCHW Skype Refresh (20f2) (T130) 13-MAY-2016 Pass Active 3Yes 36
Safety Coordinator Initial (T132) 12-MAY-2016 Pass Active 4/ No No Expiration
Security Asset Protection Awareness (T361) 21-JAN-2015 Pass Active 1 No No Expiration
Smith System Small Vehicle Backing (SVB) (T294) 14-AUG-2017 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration
Smith System Small Vehicle Forward Motion (SVFM) (T295) 14-AUG-2017 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration

Subcontractor Management (T173) 13-MAY-2016 Pass Active 1 Yes No Expiration







Waste Management (T163) 22-AUG-2018 Pass Active 2 Yes 12
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\/ Red Cross

Michael Witmer

has successfully completed requirements for

Adult First Aid/CPR/AED: valid 2 Years

Date Completed: S} Op=H0)

conducted by: American Red Cross

Instructor: Dexter Barkley [Elfisia

ID: 11ED5R
Scan code or visit:
redcross.org/confirm








Poison Oak Fact Sheet

Overview

Poison oak is typically found in brush or wooded areas. Plants are more commonly found in moist areas
or along the edges of wooded areas. Shrubs are usually 12 to 30 inches high, but can grow much higher,
or can also be a tree-climbing vine. The plant has triple leaflets and short, smooth hair underneath.
Plants are red and dark green in spring and summer, with yellowing leaves anytime especially in dry
areas. Leaves may achieve bright reds in fall, but plants lose its (yellowed, then brown) leaves in winter,
leaving toxic stems. The plant may have yellow or green flowers and/or clusters of green-yellow or white
berries All parts of the plant remain toxic throughout the seasons. These plants contain urushiol a
colorless or pale-yellow oil that oozes from any cut or crushed part of the plant, including the roots,
stems and leaves and causes allergic skin reactions when contacted. The oil is active year-round. The
plant thrives in California, Oregon and Washington.

Urushiol is a substance in every fiber of the poison oak plants and causes dermatitis. When it gets on the
skin, it binds with the proteins in the skin after about 10 minutes and becomes very difficult to get off.
Urushiol does not evaporate and can remain active for years after being picked up on tools, clothing, or
vehicles.

Contamination
Contamination with poison oak can happen through several pathways, including:

e Direct skin contact with any part of the plant (even roots once above ground foliage has been
removed).

e Contact with clothing that has been contaminated with the oil.

e Contact from removing shoes that have been contaminated (boots are coated with urushiol oil).
e Sitting in a vehicle that has become contaminated.

e Contact with any objects or tools that have become contaminated.

e Inhalation of particles generated by weed whacking, chipping or vegetation clearing.

Control Measures

e Become familiar with the identity of poison oak (see below).

e Whenever possible, avoid entering areas with poison oak. Move work zones to avoid poison oak
plants.

If you must work on a site with poison oak, the following precautions are necessary:

e Utilize heavy equipment (e.g. backhoe, skid steer) to remove poison oak from the area. Using heavy
equipment reduces the likelihood of skin contact, when compared to using hand tools. Using weed
trimmers is not permitted as urushiol may become airborne and become an inhalation hazard.

e Do not drive vehicles onto the site where they will come into contact with poison oak. Vehicles that
need to work in the area, such as drill rigs or heavy equipment, must be washed as soon as possible
after leaving the site.

PAGE 1 OF 9







POISON OAK FACT SHEET

All tools used in the poison oak area, including those used to cut back poison oak, surveying
instruments used in the area, air monitoring equipment or other test apparatus, must be
decontaminated before they are placed back into the site vehicle. Dawn dish soap or Tecnu, along
with water and scrub brush should be used for decontamination. If on-site decontamination is not
possible, use plastic to wrap any tools or equipment until they can be decontaminated.

Use lvyX or similar products to prevent poison oak contamination (pre-contact). Follow all directions
for application.

Personal protective equipment, including dedicated work clothes, long sleeves/pants, gloves, Tyvek
or cotton coveralls, gloves, chaps, and/or boot covers must be worn. Where poison oak avoidance
can not be maintained, Tyvek clothing or cotton coveralls shall be worn. PPE must be placed into
plastic bags and sealed if they are not disposed immediately into a trash receptacle.

If plant contact occurred or may have occurred, wear nitrile gloves while carefully removing any
personal clothing to avoid secondary contamination. Wash all potentially impacted clothing
separately on the hottest temperature and longest cycle with a strong detergent. Two cycles are
recommended.

As soon as possible following the work, cold shower to remove any potential contamination. Any
body part with suspected or actual exposure should be washed with Zanfel, Tecnu or other product
designed for removing urushiol. If you do not have Zanfel or Tecnu, wash with cold water. Do not
take a bath, as the oils can form an invisible film on top of the water and contaminate your entire
body upon exiting the bath.

Tecnu or dawn dish soap should be used to decontaminate equipment and clothing. Follow Tecnu
instructions for decontaminating these items. Utilize a brush to physically scrub equipment. Urushiol
remains potent for years at a time and must be scrubbed and washed with a detergent to remove it.

In areas with poison oak, select vehicles and UTVs that can be frequently decontaminated (e.g. vinyl
seats).

If you do come into contact with one of these poisonous plants and a reaction develops, contact
your supervisor, HSM, PM and Workcare and ask to speak to an occupational nurse. Be aware that
in some instances, there can be a delay between contact with poisonous plants and the symptoms.
If you are working near poison oak or other poisonous plants and feel a mild skin irritation, apply
Zanfel/Tecnu immediately and contact the occupational nurse.

If a member of the project team is highly susceptible (from previous exposures), they should avoid
being tasked to work in areas with known poisonous plants. Consider work accommodations such
as having the employee perform other tasks, if possible.
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Poison Oak Commercially Available Control Measures and First Aid

Product

Used For

Container

IvyX Pre Contact

Acts as barrier to protect against Urushiol

Towlettes, bottles, spray

Tecnu Original, IvyX Post
Contact Cleanser

Post contact cleanser, removes Urushiol from skin, equipment
and clothing.

Towlettes, bottles

Dial/Dawn Dish Soap

Per medical literature, detergent/dish soap can also be used
to decontaminate equipment.

Bottles

Zanfel, Tecnu Extreme

Initial removal of Urushiol from dermal areas with rash. Treat
rash 1-2 times to extract urushiol. Relieves itching.

Small container

Calagel, Tecnu Rash Relief &
many other first aid products.
Follow Workcare guidance for
first aid treatment.

First aid treatment for existing rashes, typically contain
antiseptic, analgesic, antipruritic, antihistamine and
astringent.

Follow Workcare occupational nurse recommendations.

Spray, gel

Pacific Poison Oak Range

www.poison-ivy.org

Pacific Poison Oak
Ground AND Climbing Vine AND Shrub
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POISON OAK FACT SHEET

Poison Oak Identification Pictures

This young sprout of poison oak looks identical to Typca/red poison oak /e es in fall.
eastern poison ivy, with pointed leaves.

Poison oak in winter, no leaves. Poison oak leaves with a sharply notched look growing
up a thick vertical stalk, shrub form of the plant.

Poison oak leaves that look like an actual oak. Curly, waxy leaves common near salt water.
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Both bright red and bright green leaves on the same Large hedge of poison oak, typically, stays lower down
plant. the slope where there is more moisture.

Photograph source: www.poison-ivy.org

Poison Oak Identification

Pacific Poison Oak
ALMOST ALWAYS RARELY HAS MORE

has LEAVES of THREE i; ;

Pacific Poison Oak

ALWAYS GROWS NEVER SIDE BY SIDE
LEFT THEN RIGHT
" < ke > Jf "
NEVER HAS
NEVER HAS THORNS EDGES LIKE THESE

of any kind saw=-toothed evenly
scalloped







POISON OAK FACT SHEET

Decontamination, including Tecnu, IvyX and Zanfel Instructions:

Before the rash has started:

Apply Tecnu/IvyX to exposed unwetted skin within 2-6 hours after exposure to poisonous plants.

Rub vigorously for 2 minutes to remove oil and other contaminants from skin. If hyper-sensitive,
wash entire body with Tecnu/IvyX, rinse in a cool shower (not a bath).

Rinse skin clean with cool running water and wipe off with a wash cloth. Scrub under nails with a
brush. Repeat.

Do not wash with hot water, as it opens the pores, which can allow the urushiol to penetrate
deeper, possibly increasing your chances of developing a rash.

As soon as rash appears (Zanfel):

Wet the affected area.

Squeeze 1 and 1/2 inches of Zanfel onto one palm (Product will not work if less than 1 and 1/2
inches is used).

Wet and rub both hands together for 10 seconds, working the product into a paste. This will activate
the ingredients. (Do not bypass or modify this step).

Rub both hands (up to 3 minutes, if needed) on the affected area, working Zanfel into the skin until
there is no sign or itching (15 seconds is typical for mild to moderate reactions).

Rinse area thoroughly. If the itching returns (which could be several hours later), rewash following
steps 1 through 5.

To clean cuffs of gloves, boots, snake chaps and worn pants:

Saturate clothing, boots and snake chaps with Tecnu/IvyX/Dawn directly, with a spray bottle, weed
sprayer or in a plastic bucket.

Scrub, rub or brush for two minutes.

Rinse with water.

To clean clothing at end of field day (home or hotel):

Remove clothing while wearing nitrile gloves.

Place clothes in garbage bag, or directly in to bucket.

Saturate unwetted clothing with Tecnu, lvyX or Dawn Dish Soap in a bucket for several minutes. Per
Tecnu manufacturer, this step is not required, but should be considered for clothing with known
urushiol oil contact. Alternatively, a capful of lvyX Post Treatment can be added to laundry per the
IvyX manufacturer.

Launder by itself with detergent, heaviest load option, on longest cycle setting and hot water.
Laundry detergents used should be degreasing type (e.g. Tide).

Do not overload washer. Allow for agitation. Two cycles should be used when possible.

Do not wash urushiol impacted clothes with uncontaminated clothes.

Run the washer for one cycle empty, with bleach, before washing uncontaminated clothes.

Never re-wear clothing potentially impacted by urushiol without washing.
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POISON OAK FACT SHEET
To clean tools, equipment or gear:

e Apply directly or wipe down tools with a cloth saturated with Tecnu/IvyX/Dawn dish soap.
e After two minutes, wash with soap and water or a clean towel.

To clean vehicles:

e Wipe down vehicles (e.g. vinyl seats, door handles) with a cloth saturated with Tecnu/lvyX and/or or
Dawn dish soap.

e  Wipe with soap and water.

e Degreasing agent (Dawn dish soap) or rubbing alcohol can be used after Tecnu/lvyX as an additional
cleaning agent.

Sources: Teclab (Tecnu); Zanfel; Cortex (lvyX); Oregon State University Poison Oak Facts
Note: Always read product instructions prior to use.

Poison Oak Signs and Symptoms

Most people (85 percent) develop a rash when they get urushiol on their skin. The first time you get this
oil on your skin, you may not get a rash. The next time this oil gets on your skin you can become
sensitive to it. Once you are sensitive to it, a rash appears. About 15 percent of people do not become
sensitive to this oil and never develop a rash.

If this is your first contact with urushiol, you may not see a rash. Or it may take a week for the rash to
appear. The rash also can appear within hours or a few days. If you have a reaction to the oil, you can
have these signs (what you see) and symptoms (what you feel):

e ltchy skin.

e Redness or red streaks.

e Hives.

e Swelling.

e An outbreak of small or large blisters, often forming streaks or lines.
e Crusting skin (after blisters burst).

The rash is very itchy and can appear on any part of the body. The rash can
continue to appear on new parts of the body when:

e Other parts of the body touch the oil.

e You spread the oil on your skin by touching other parts of your body.

The fluid in blisters is not contagious. Itchiness, swelling and broad spreading of the rash can cause
extreme discomfort. Inhalation can cause severe lung irritation. Following inhalation, emergency care is
required for difficulty breathing. A medical evaluation should be immediately sought for swelling and
rash on the face or genitals, and for anyone who has had a severe reaction in the past. Most rashes will
heal in five to 12 days, but in some cases can last for weeks.

Signs of a severe poison oak case:

e You have trouble breathing or swallowing.

e The rash covers most of your body.
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e You have many rashes or blisters.

e You experience swelling, especially if an eyelid swells shut.
e The rash develops anywhere on your face or genitals.

e Much of your skin itches, or nothing seems to ease the itch.

For all symptoms, including minor rashes, contact Workcare and ask to speak to an occupational nurse.
Also notify the occupational nurse if symptoms change.

Poison Oak First Aid Treatment
Immediately rinse skin with Zanfel and cold water as detailed above.

Apply wet compresses and hydrocortisone cream to the skin to reduce itching and blistering. An
astringent may be utilized (e.g. Dome Boro). Follow the directions on all products. Do not apply to
broken skin, such as open blisters.

Oatmeal baths may relieve itching.

An oral antihistamine such as diphenhydramine (Benadryl) can be taken to help relieve itching. Follow
directions on the package. Drowsiness may occur, occupational health providers shall be consulted.

Contact Workcare occupational health nurse to verify first aid treatments.
Perform a comprehensive decontamination of all equipment, clothing and vehicles.

Source: AAD, CDC, WebMD and Workcare
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Electrical Safety
(Reference CH2M SOP HSE-206, Electrical Safety)

Below are the hazard controls and safe work practices to follow when using electrical tools, extension

cords, and/or other electrical-powered equipment. This also applies when exposed to electrical hazards

during installation, repair or replacement of electrical components. Ensure the requirements of the
referenced SOP are followed.

CH2M employees who might work in an environment influenced by the presence of electrical energy
must complete Awareness Level Electrical Safety Training located on the CH2M Virtual Office.

1.1.1.1.1 Electrical Tools, Cords and Other Electrical Equipment

Inspect electrical equipment, power tools, and extension cords for damage prior to use. Do not
use defective electrical equipment, remove from service;

Ground Fault Circuit Interrupters (GFCls) are recognized as the standard method for protecting
employees from the hazards associated with electric shock;

- GFCls shall be used on all 120-volt, single phase 15 and 20-ampere receptacle outlets
which are not part of the permanent wiring of the building or structure.

An assured equipment grounding conductor program may be used on construction projects
under the following scenarios:

— GFCls cannot be utilized;
- Client requires such a program to be implemented; or
— Business area decides to implement program in addition to GFCI protection.

Extension cords must be equipped with third-wire grounding. Cords passing through work areas
must be covered, elevated or protected from damage. Cords should not be routed through
doorways unless protected from pinching. Cords should not be fastened with staples, hung from
nails, or suspended with wire;

Electrical power tools and equipment must be effectively grounded or double-insulated and
Underwriters Laboratory (UL) approved;

Operate and maintain electric power tools and equipment according to manufacturers’
instructions;

Temporary lights shall not be suspended by their electric cord unless designed for suspension.
Lights shall be protected from accidental contact or breakage; and

Protect all electrical equipment, tools, switches, and outlets from environmental elements.

1.1.1.1.2 Work on or around Electrical Systems

All electrical wiring and equipment must be considered energized until lockout/tagout
procedures are implemented;

Workers shall not be exposed to, or perform work on, unprotected energized electrical systems
unless requirements of NFPA 70E are met (see Energized Electrical hazard section of this
Handbook);

Only authorized personnel are permitted to enter high-voltage areas;







Electrical work involving installation, repair or replacement of electrical components shall be

performed by a licensed electrician unless an electrical permit is not required by the authority
having jurisdiction and a qualified and authorized person performs the work.

The following activities require a licensed electrician to be involved unless exempted by the PM

and HSM:

o Energized electrical work on high voltage systems;

o Long wire pulls through conduits;

o Landing wire at circuit breaker and circuit breaker replacement;

o Disconnect, panel or MCC repair and replacement (electrician can verify installed to
code);

o Troubleshooting electrical components that are damaged (burnt/melted components,
or other indication of incorrect installation);

o All new electrical construction/installation to ensure compliance with the National

Electrical Code.

e The following types of work may be performed by a qualified and authorized person:

O

O

Opening/inspecting an electrical panel containing protected electrical components;
Resetting a circuit breaker;

Troubleshooting electrical systems or pumps;

Replacement of electrical components in kind;

Replacement in kind of same gauge wire (e.g., downhole, or simple wire pull in conduit);

Note: Troubleshooting requiring exposure to unprotected energized electrical parts
would also require NFPA 70E training and requirements per the Energized Electrical
section of this Handbook.

e A qualified person is one who:

e}

O

O

Has had lockout/tagout and electrical safety training (VO modules);
Has the knowledge and capability to perform the task; and

Can demonstrate that they have appropriate qualifications (e.g., resume, years of
experience, on-the-job training, additional outside electrical coursework) for the work
being performed.

e The qualified person must be authorized by the PM and HSM through:

O

e}

Reviewing the scope and qualifications of the person;
Verifying an AHA or equivalent has been reviewed and accepted by the PM/HSM; and

Ensuring other requirements met for performing electrical work (e.g., EM 385-1-1,
state/local or client requirements).







1.2

Lockout/Tagout Activities

(Reference CH2M SOP HSE-310, Lockout and Tagout)

Lockout/tagout (LO/TO) shall be performed whenever service or maintenance is necessary on

equipment that could cause injury to personnel from the unexpected equipment energizing or start-up

or unexpected release of stored energy. Energy sources requiring lockout/tagout may include electrical,

pneumatic, kinetic, and potential.

If work on energized electrical systems is necessary—contact the RHSM. Specific training and

procedures are required to be followed before any work on energized electrical systems can be

performed and are NOT covered in this section. Energized electrical work is defined as work performed

on or near energized electrical systems or equipment with exposed components operating at 50 volts or

greater. Working near energized live parts is any activity inside a Limited Approach Boundary (anywhere

from 3.5 feet to 24 feet [1 meter 7.3 meters] depending on voltage). Examples of energized electrical

work include using a voltmeter to troubleshoot electrical systems and changing out controllers.

When lockout/tagout is necessary to perform maintenance/repair of a system, all the requirements of

SOP HSE-310, Lockout and Tagout, shall be met including the following bulleted items:

When CH2M controls the work, CH2M must verify that subcontractors affected by the
unexpected operation of equipment develop a written lockout/tagout program, provide training
on lockout/tagout procedures and coordinate its program with other affected subcontractors.
This may include compliance with the owner or facility lockout/tagout program.

When CH2M personnel are affected by the unexpected operation of equipment they must
complete the electrical safety awareness module on the VO. Authorized personnel shall inform
the affected personnel of the LO/TO. Affected personnel shall not tamper with LO/TO devices.

Standard lockout/tagout procedures include the following six steps: 1) notify all personnel in the
affected area of the lockout/tagout, 2) shut down the equipment using normal operating
controls, 3) isolate all energy sources, 4) apply individual lock and tag to each energy isolating
device, 5) relieve or restrain all potentially hazardous stored or residual energy, and 6) verify
that isolation and deenergization of the equipment has been accomplished. Once verified that
the equipment is at the zero energy state, work may begin.

All safe guards must be put back in place, all affected personnel notified that lockout has been
removed and controls positioned in the safe mode prior to lockout removal. Only the individual
who applied the lock and tag may remove them.

CH2M authorized employees shall complete the LO/TO training module on the VO and either
the electrical safety training module on the VO or 10-hour construction training. The authorized
employee must also be trained and qualified on the system they are working on (e.g., qualified
electrician for working on electrical components of a system).

When equipment-specific LO/TO procedures are not available or when existing procedures are
determined to be insufficient, CH2M authorized employees shall also complete the Equipment-
Specific LO/TO Procedure Development Form, provided as an attachment to the SOP, to create
an equipment-specific lockout/tagout procedure. Each lockout/tagout event shall be recorded







on the Logout/Tagout Log (Attachment 4 of SOP HSE-310) to manage work and identify every
point where locks and tags are applied.
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Safety Observation Report (SOR)

(Reference Jacobs Business Management System Work Instruction, JI-HS-WI-0306-JJ, Safety Observation
Report (SOR))

SORs are a tool:

e That can be used for both a planned or an unplanned observation of behaviors or condition
in the work area;

e Forimproving leadership, workforce behaviors, and peer to peer communication;

e To provide positive reinforcement, correct unsafe behaviors or unsafe conditions; and

e To document something you witness outside of work hours that others can learn from.

SORs are a required element of Jacob’s BeyondZero Culture of Caring. The SOR program will be used in
place of the legacy CH2M Safe Behavior or Work Observation (SBO/SWO) programs.

Performing an SOR is something that everyone should be considering both in the workplace and outside
of the workplace as often as possible. The minimum frequency for the project team completing a SOR is
twice per week for drilling, soil sampling, excavation or ground water sampling. Once per week for site
surveys or recognizance.

Everyone is asked to participate: all office staff, management, Project Managers, supervisors, Safety
Coordinators, and field staff whether in an office, travelling, at a project site or anywhere in between.

After you’ve discussed the observation with the affected parties (see note* below), use the SOR app on
your phone or tablet, or use your computer to log onto JacobsConnect and enter the SOR into the
system. Once submitted, parts of the SOR cannot be changed, so reach out to your HSM/EM if you need
assistance entering an observation. Once submitted, the SOR will be routed to your supervisor (and
Project manager if you entered the project number). A feature to this system is you can attach photos.

* Note: WPS code is a way of rating an event based on the likelihood of what could have happened
versus what actually happened. When a WPS of 3, 4, or 5 is indicated, the SOR form is elevated to
higher levels of management so please be sure you’ve notified your HSM, Supervisor, and/or PM of the
event prior to submitting an SOR with a WPS of 3 or greater. Likewise, if any follow-up action is
needed, regardless of WPS, notify the HSM and/or PM and supervisor.

How to submit an SOR:

Go to JacobsConnect and use the electronic SOR tool;

Download the SOR app from the Jacobs Appstore: https://appstore.jacobs.com; or

Use the hard copy form attached to this plan.

SORs can be chosen by the Center of Excellence (COE) as a winner of the “SOR of the Month.”








chawm:

SAFETY OBSERVATION REPORT

Project Observation Information

Project Name:

Project Manager:

Project #: Health & Safety Mgr.:
Office Observation Information
Office:
Observation Information
Observer Name: Company: Date & Time:
Position/Title of Company:

worker observed:
Observation
Type:

Work or Task
Observed:

Describe Safe and
Unsafe
Observations:

Type of incident
prevented*?

WPS (**see table
below):

Remedial Action
Taken?

Further Action
Needed?

[ ] safe Behavior [ ] Safe Condition
[] Unsafe Behavior [ ] Unsafe Condition [ | Opportunity for Improvement

[] Other (specify):

(01 0203 14015

[ ] Not Applicable [ | No [ ] Yes (describe):

(1 No Action [_] Outstanding Action [_] Urgent Action (describe action needed):

Submit online: hitps://ilink5.jacobs.com/HSESSORs/newSOR.php. Email a copy of SORs to the project HSM and PM.

1








chaw: SAFETY OBSERVATION REPORT

*Incident Prevented

Electricity Contact
Drowned/Asphyxiated
Entrapment

Environment

Explosion

Fire

Noise

Harmful Substance; Health
Fall from Height

Slip, Trip, Fall Same Level
Moving Vehicle

Moving, Falling, Flying Object
Hit by Fixed Object
Housekeeping
Animal/Insect

Handling, Lifting or Carrying
Muscosketal

Road Traffic

Radiation

Sharps

Stress/Mental Health
Temperature

Threatening Behavior, Assault, Security, Verbal/Written Threats

o000 C0o 0o

**For any incident with a WPS greater than 3, or when futher action is
necessary, notify your HSM/EM and PM/Supervisor as soon as possible.

Worst Potential Severity Table

WPS Injury -liness Environment PDTI.E'ETJE
5 Eritgﬂi Ilgr total permanent ?Eeqr:::irll.f. offsite impact, significant remediation USDS> 3 million
M Partial disability; life changing; Significant offsite impact, some remediation USDS 300K-3
intensive care required million
Release significantly above reportable limit of T .
3 | Urgent treatment, surgery EOE IucaFim pact USDS I0K-300K

Medical treatment to prevent

deterioration Release above reportable limit or minor impact USDS 3K-30k

1 Simple, immediate treatment Small release contained onsite and no impact

USD5 less than
IK








StepBack

(Reference BIAF Global Guide, BIAF-350-G-01, HSE StepBack Process)

The StepBack process applies to all Jacobs employees and subcontractors that are performing tasks in an
office or at a site location. It is a critical thinking process to supplement HSE planning tools such as the
Pre-Task Safety Plan, AHAs and HSPs and should be applied at the start of shift, after a break, when the
task or location change, when adjacent work may present additional hazards, or any other hazard or
change to task is identified.

The process is comprised of three key steps:

Identify: Prior to and while executing the task, “StepBack” and identify any new hazards or changes to
the environment, including reviewing personal physical and mental preparedness. Ask the questions on
the card (see wallet card or use the form attached to this plan); if “yes” is the answer to all questions,
the task may proceed. If you answer “no” to any of the questions, STOP work and implement controls,
and contact the PM, HSM and/or EM. Together you will work through the following steps to identify
corrective actions.

Evaluate: Assess the risk associated with the new hazard or change to the environment to understand
the level of risk.

Act: Take appropriate action. Engage with project management or supervisors as necessary to identify
the risk mitigation measures. Mitigation measures (changes to means/methods, use of different PPE
than specified in the AHA, or similar) would require RHSM involvement and potentially revision to the
AHA and or HSP.

Completion: After the job has finished ask:

e Did you feel safe doing the job?
e Were others nearby working safely?
e Cananyimprovements be made next time?

If any of these questions yield a “no” response, follow up with feedback to the PM, RHSM, or your
supervisor.







JACOBS

Step

What are the hazards?

BevoNg/J=f¢{=)=» What is the risk?

Our Culture of Carin
' ¢ What can we do about it?

StepBack Risk Questions

YES

NO

Is there enough time to complete the task safely and are people focused (not fatigued,
distracted)?

Is the right person(s) completing the task? (experience/training)

Are adequate support and resources available?

Are the correct tools, equipment, and PPE in place and are they in good operating condition?

Are control measures in place to protect people/the environment (barriers, LOTO, adjacent
activities)?

Have environmental issues (waste, hazardous materials, stormwater) been identified and
mitigated?

Are there safe access and egress to and from the work area?

Are emergency planning/response measures adequate, including spills/releases?

Are conditions the same since the task was last assessed?

Is there a pre-task plan developed and approved for the task?

If you answer ‘NO’ to any of the above, STOP work and implement controls. Contact your PM,

HSM or EM if additional hazard assessment or control measures are needed.








ADT and Driver Training

Jacobs Driver Safety Management System is composed of four components:

1. Driver Risk Assessment

The Risk Assessment is a short questionnaire based on the three critical factors of road safety; the
driver, the trip and the vehicle. Please complete this questionnaire honestly; there are no right or

wrong answers. The results of this Risk Assessment will help Jacobs to understand the risks you
incur while driving for work.

2. Verifying your Driving License

The system will ask you to indicate the country of origin for your Driver’s License. Once selected, you
will be directed to instructions for completing the License Verification online.

3. Permit to Drive

Once you have completed the Risk Assessment and License Verification process, you will receive a

“Permit to Drive” document by email, confirming your compliance with the Jacobs Driver Safety
Management System. Retain this document for future travel

4. Online Training Module(s)

You will be assigned one or more e-learning modules on a periodic basis. The modules are 10-15

minutes in duration. The expectation is that everyone who drives on company business completes
the module(s) assigned to them.

















